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Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORAIION AND 
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THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
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The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 























‘Age | Premium | Age | Premium | Age | Premium 
20 | £178%,| 30 #116 +7, | 40 | £2 10°), 
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Current Topics. 


Tuk PsovINCIAL meeting of the Law Society will be held at 
Liverpool in the week commencing the 11th of October. 





THE FAMILIAR rule that no magistrate, however duly author- 
ized in all other respects, ought to act judicially in a case where 
he may reasonably be suspected of being biassed, may some- 
times lead to delay in the administration of justice and make it 
necessary that due provision should be made for the appoint- 
ment of a deputy for the particular occasion. It will be remem- 
bered that, in questions of disputed compensation under the 
Lands Clauses Acts, if the sheriff, to whom the warrant to 
summon a jury is directed, is interestei in the matter in dispute, 
the application is to be made to some coroner of the county, and 
if all the coroners are interested, the application is to be made to 
some person who has filled the office of sheriff in the county 
who shall not be interested in the matter in dispute. Difficul- 
ties owing to suspicion of bias or interest iu the presiding 
judge are not unknown in foreign tribunals. A magistrate in 
one of the French departments, having acted in proceedings 
under the new law with regard to religious associations, was 
hooted and pelted by a crowd amongst whom were a notary and 
his sisters. These persons were, a few days ago, charged with 
riot, but on the case coming on for hearing, it was objected that 
the magistrate could not act judicially in a case in which he was 
himself a party. The magi left the court, and his place 
was taken by his regular deputy. It turned out, however, that 
this deputy had acted as the public prosecutor in issuing the 
summons. The deputy accordingly withdrew. A second deputy 
took his place, but immediately declined to proceed, on the 
ground that he was a notary like the defendant, and did not 
wish to sit in judgment upon one of his colleagues. The matter 
was finally referred to the Court of Cassation, who decided that 
the matter must go before a magistrate in an adjoining district. 





THE RULE, prescribed by section 1 of the Parochial Assessment 
Act, 1836, by which every poor rate is to be made upon an 
estimate of the annual value of the premises rated on what they 
would reasonably let to a tenant from year to year, is practically 
impossible in the case of large buildings which are never let or 
taken from year to year, and the value of such buildings is often 
ascertained by taking the interest upon the cost of their construc- 
tion. This is undoubtedly a rough test, but the Legislature, 
though often invited by the courts, refuses to amend the law, 
and the assessment committees and quarter sessions have to 
struggle with an imperfect standard of measurement as well as 
they can. The —_ of the Council of Almoners of Christ’s 
Hospital against the rating by the Assessment Committee of the 
Horsham Union, which was heard last week, was a remarkable 
illustration of the uncertainty of the present system. The 
school has been removed to the county of Sussex, where 
a number of buildings have been erected for its accom- 
modation at a large expense. The assessment committee in 
rating the property took the contract price for the buildings, 
£380,000 ; made some deductions for the ornamental and 
beautiful character of the chapel, and, taking 3 per cent. as the 
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interest upon the cost, estimated the rateable value at £11,359, 
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The objection taken by the Council of Almoners to this valuation 
was, broadly speaking, that the school had been extravagantly 
built, that a great part of the work was of an ornamental and 
monumental character; that the sessions had to consider the 
rent which could reasonably be obtained for aschool, and that the 
buildings should be assessed with regard to their utilitarian 
value, disregarding all unnecessary expense. Whatever may be 
the result of this case, we see great difficulty in accepting the 
argument of the appellants. If the purchaser of land builds a 
house upon it, the cost of the building is, at any rate, primd 
facie evidence of the value of the occupation. If he could obtain 
a house at a lower rent than the interest on what the building 
has cost, it is to be assumed that he would not incur this 
expense, but would take the cheaper course and pay the rent. 
His expenditure is at least evidence that he thought it worth 
while to make it and expected to get a return for his money. 
He would, of course, be at liberty to shew that part of the 
expense was accidental and not contemplated by him, but where 
it was deliberately planned from the beginning, there is great 
difficulty in accepting the proposition that it was extravagant 
and unnecessary. 





AN INTERESTING point of practice recently cropped up for 
decision before Kexewicu, J., in De Jong v. United Motor Co. 
(20 R. P. C. 472). In this case the defendants applied to have 
the action dismissed for want of prosecution by the plaintiff. 
The facts were as follow: A statement of claim and defence 
were delivered, and, in default of reply, the pleadings became 
closed on the 4th of November, 1902, by the operation of rule 13 
of R. 8. C. Ord. 27. On the 9th of January, 1903, the defendants 
served notice of trial, but the action was not set down for trial 
at the request of the plaintiff's solicitors. On the 23rd of 
January the plaintiff served a notice of discontinuance, but this 
the defendants returned as being irregular. The plaintiff then 
issued a summons for leave to discontinue, but this was 
refused in chambers as being unnecessary. Subsequently the 


defendants applied to the court to dismiss the action for want 
of prosecution by the plaintiff, and the application came before 


Kexewicu, J. It was contended for the defendants that the 
notice to discontinue was invalid, on the ground that the plain- 
tiff by his conduct had failed to comply with Ord. 26, r. 1—i.e., 
that he must be deemed to have taken a proceeding in the 
action within the meaning of that rule. It was further urged 
that it was never intended to be the result of the rule that in 
such a case the plaintiff could give notice of discontinuance at 
any time before the trial. Kexewicn, J., held that the notice 
of discontinuance was good, and that the plaintiff's conduct in 
doing nothing—not giving notice of trial and not delivering any 
reply—was not a proceeding in the action which precluded him 
from giving notice of discontinuance. The defendant’s applica- 
tion was, therefore, dismissed with costs. This decision appears 
to be perfectly right. Under the rule in question, so long as the 
plaintiff, after the pleadings have closed, does nothing in the 
action (except by way of interlocutory application), he can give 
notice of discontinuance at any time, notwithstanding that the 
defendants may give notice of trial and set the action down for 
trial—i.¢., he can discontinue up to the date of the trial. This 
is no hardship upon the defendants, because under the rule in 
question in the event of discontinuance they will get all their 
taxed costs of the action up to the date of the notice to dis- 
continue, 





THERE szEMs to be considerable difference between the views 
of counsel who practise in the criminal courts on circuit and 
those whose practice is mainly confined to London with regard to 
the Poor Prisoners’ Defence Bill. A committee was recently 
appointed by the Central Criminal Bar Mess to consider the 
Bill, and this committee unanimously resolved : 


1. That the Poor Prisoners’ Defence Bill in its present form is unwork- 
able. 

2. That, so far as poor prisoners committed for trial to the Central 
Criminal Court are concerned, the Bill is neither necessary nor desirable 
for the following amongst other reasons: 

(a) That the cases of the large majority of prisoners committed to 
the Central Criminal Court are investigated before committal by 
skilled and practised lawyers. 
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(6) That the Central Criminal Court is presided over by judges of 
great experience in the administration of the criminal law, in whoge 
hands the interests of undefended prisoners are absolutely safe. 

(c) That at the Central Criminal Court the practice is wel] 
established in all capital cases, and in any other case of exceptional] 
ev of asking counsel to defend poor prisoners if they go 

esire. 

(d) That, so far as any member of the committee can recall, no 
injustic€ has ever been suffered by any prisoner at the Centra] 
Criminal Court through being undefended by counsel. 

3. That it is desirable that in all cases of committal to the Centra] 

Criminal Court the accused should, if he so desires, be supplied with g 
copy of the depositions free of charge. 
These reasons are hardly convincing. 
entirely ignore the hard position of a prisoner who 
has a trained lawyer against him, and who, ignorant 
of the law, cannot use facts which he alone knows, 
which might materially alter the aspect of the facts 
arrayed against him, and the existence of which most probably 
the magistrate or judge has no reason to suspect. As to (d), 
the injustice once done probably never. gets undone, or ever 
becomes known to counsel or judge. If this reason is sound, 
then those able members of the Central Criminal Court bar who 
take fees for defending prisoners take fees for services which 
are useless to their innocent clients. According to this com- 
mittee, a prisoner who is defended and acquitted either ought 
to have been convicted, or else would have been acquitted 
whether he were defended or not. Therefore, it is only the 
guilty who profit by being defended, and there is no use in 
defending an innocent man. It all sounds rather absurd, but 
follows necessarily if no prisoner at the Central Criminal Court 
has ever suffered injustice through being undefended. We do 
not believe that the bar in general will endorse these resolutions 
of the Old Bailey section of the profession. .The Bill may not be 
quite workable in its present form, but, as we have pointed out 
before, it might easily be made workable if taken in hand 
loyally. 


Reasons (4) and (}) 





Tue Brit, which was read a first time in the House of Lords 
this week, for regulating the use of motor cars is not one which 
in its entirety will meet with wide approval. It contains, how- 
ever some valuable provisions, for which there is a general 
demand. The first clause provides that 

‘* If any person drives a motor car on a public highway recklessly, orat 
a speed which is dangerous to the public, having regard to ull the circum 
stances of the case, including the nature, condition, and use of the high- 
way, and to the amount of traffic which actually is at the time, or which 
might be expected to be, on the highway, that person shall be guilty of an 
offence under this Act.’’ 


Power is also given to a constable to arrest without warrant 
offenders against this provision. The offence is, of course, an 
offence under the existing law, but the sting lies in the fact that 
it is proposed now that any offender under the new Act shall 
be liable to a fine of £20 or three months’ imprisonment, 
and in the case of a second or subsequent offence, to £50 or six 
months. It is notorious that the small fine of £10, without any 
power to imprison, which is the maximum penalty under the 
present law, is openly scoffed at by some wealthy persons, who 
unhesitatingly break the law when they please and take the risk 
of a fine, which is to them trifling. To enable the new law to 
be carried out, cars are to be registered, and are to carry a mark 
of identification. This is necessary, no doubt, in the case of 
many cars, but it ought not to be a universal rule. Just a8 
— carriages drawn by horses need not be disfigured by 
earing the name of their owners, so cars which are used for 
private purposes only, and which cannot travel at a high 
speed, ought not to be obliged to carry these marks. The 
electric brougham, so often seen now in the streets of London, 1s 
an example of such a car. The persons who use such vehicles 
would reasonably object to the appearante of their carriages 
being injured by these marks, and the trade in building 
them would be injured. Again, it is provided that & 
person shall not drive a motor car for hire or rew 
unless he is licensed for the purpose. As such & 
person need give no proof of skill to obtain his licences 
it is hard to see the use of this provision. Any amateur may 
drive without a licence, but if a man accepts half-a-crown 
driving a car a few miles, he is guilty of an offence if unlicensed. 
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If this becomes law it will probably lead to much trouble and 
hardship without any obvious public benefit. But it is the 
question of speed which is the really important question. The 
‘ting law is contained in section 4 of the Locomotives on 
ighways Act, 1896, which fixes a maximum speed, as pre- 
geribed by the Local Government Board, not to exceed fourteen 
milés an hour. The board has fixed the maximum at twelve 
niles an hour. Clause 5 of the Bill repeals this section, 
“except as respects any special limits or special place to which that 
getion is applied by regulations made by the Local Government Board 
yith a view to the safety of the public on the application of the council of 
my county or county borough in which the special limits or place are 
dtuated. The council of the county or county borough in which any such 
ial limits or place to which a regulation under this section refers are 
atuated shall give public notice of the regulation and place notices for the 
of giving effect to the regulation in conspicuous places in or near 
the special limits or place.”’ 
It seems to us that this way of dealing with the question is most 
unsatisfactory. Parliament ought to 
the whole kingdom. Different districts adopting different rules 
would be so puzzling and annoying to drivers that nothing but 
confusion would result. There seems to be little difficulty in 
enacting that in passing through populous places the speed should 
not exceed a certain low maximum, whilst in country districts 
there is no other limit than that contained in section 1, which, 
of course, applies to all places. 

































[THE DIRECTION, says a correspondent, which the proposals of 
the principal supporters of motor car traffic may be expected to 
take may be gathered from a House of Commons Bill (long since 
introduced but only recently printed) of Mr. Scorr Monracu 
andother members.  ‘‘ The object of this Bill,” so the prefa- 
tory memorandum states, ‘‘is to provide for the numbering and 
registration of motor cars, light locomotives, and such-like 
vehicles, and to enable proper means to be taken, under regula- 
tions of the Local Government Board, for the identification and 
punishment of the persons unlawfully using them.” Among the 
causes is one giving a right of appeal to a judge of assize against 
any conviction for any offence against any Act ‘in relation to 
the driving or use of a light locomotive,” (there being no appeal 
4 quarter sessions under the Act of 1896), and another al. 
t : 



















“The speed at which a light locomotive may be travelling shall not, irre- 
spective of the circumstances of the case, be a ground for taking pro- 
ceedings, or imposing fines or penalties, under this or any previous Act 
against the owner or person in charge thereof.” 














Iy « ror of debenture very commonly ‘ised the debenture is 
expressed to create a floating charge so as not to hinder the com- 
pany from disposing of its property in the ordinary course of 
business, but at the same time no mortgage or charge is to be 
created ranking in priority to the debentures. The effect of this 
restriction in a case where a mortgagee or incumbrancer takes 
without actual notice of it has several times been before the 
courts, and again last week in Re Valletort, §c., Laundry Co. 
(Times, 3rd inst.). In Znglish and Scottish Mercantile Investment 
Co. v. Brunton (41 W. R. 183; 1892, 2Q. B. 700) the legal 
mortgagee was aware that debentures had been issued, but he 
_ Was led by the company’s manager to believe that there was 

nothing in them which would interfere with the validity of the 
mortgage, and it was held that under these circumstances he had 
Rot constructive notice of the condition precluding the creation 
of mortgages. The debenture was a security which might or 
might not, according to the form used, preclude mortgages, 
and since, in answer to inquiry, he had received an answer 
which implied that the debentures would not affect 
him, he was not bound to go further and actually 
call for the debenture. In Re Castell § Brown (Limited) 
(46 W. R. 248; 1898, 1 Ch. 315), where debentures in the same 
form had been issued, the title deeds of the company’s property 
were left by the debenture-holders in its possession and were 
deposited with a bank as security for an overdraft, the bank not 

mg aware of the existence of the debentures. Here the 
question was between equitable incumbrancers, but the bank was 

























Owed priority by Romur, J., upon the ground that tho 
debenture-holders, by thus leaving the title deeds with the 


y down definite rules for | ; 





company, had enabled it to deal with the property as ostensible 
owner. In the present case of Re Valletort, &c., Co. there 
was also a deposit of title deeds with a bank, but the bank had 
knowledge of the issue of debentures, though not of the 
condition prohibiting the creation of charges, and no inquiry 
as to the form of the debentures was made. It was held, how- 
ever, by Swinren Eapy, J., that the failure to make this inquiry 
did not prevent the bank from taking advantage of the principle 
underlying the decision in Re Castell § Brown, and that, by taking 
the title deeds from the company as the ostensible owner of the 
property, the bank had acquired the better equity, and were 
therefore entitled to priority over the debenture-holders. The 
decision is in accordance with the rule now recognized that the 
doctrine of constructive notice is not to be extended. 





By tue death of Mr. C. T. Mrrcnett, Lincoln’s-inn loses a 
restlessly vigorous mind and character. A high wrangler and 
Fellow of Caius College, Cambridge, he was called to the bar 
in 1868, and had a considerable practice, with the good fortune 
to represent the South-Eastern Railway Co. But his profession 
commanded but a relatively small portion of his time and 
intellect. Science in many forms was his absorbing interest. 
Applied mechanics were his special hobby ; a regular attendant 
at the meetings of the Royal Institution, he was himself an 
inventor of many practical appliances relating to domestic health 
and utility. In theoretical and practical economics he was no 
less ardent; and being a rigid utilitarian, he had no tolerance 
of sentimental compromises with what he conceived to be scientific 
laws, and was already throwing himself keenly into the new 
development of preferential tariffs. In such matters his principal 
failing (if it be one) was an impatient contempt for ignorance or 
muddle-headedness ; he thought and argued with the directness 
and conviction of a mathematician, and woe to the man who did 
not accept the Q.E.D.! At the same time, he was full of humani- 
tarian ideals, and found time to give valuable assistance to such 
institutions as the Charity Organization Society, the Metropolitan 
Association for Befriending Young Servants, the Social Purity 
Movement, the Tenant Co-operators, and other similar societies. 
Wherever there was good work to be done, which needed keen 
intelligence and devotion, however unpopular it might be, he 
was ready to give time and toil to it, provided that no shibboleths 
of theology or politics were required of him. For all these he 
had an unrestrained scorn, which often brought him into 
rude shocks of argumentative conflict with many of his 
fellows and even of his friends. But it was impossible not to 
admire and respect the leading quality of his life and character 
—viz., the desire to go straight to the central truth in every- 
thing, in spite of accepted opinions or prejudices ; and, having 
found it, to drive it home, if need be, with a sledgehammer, 
regardless of conventions or feelings, and to apply it practically 
in the cause of mankind and especially for the help of the less 
fortunate classes. His presence and assistance will be missed in 
many quarters outside Lincoln’s-inn. 





Tre worp “fraud” has by this time become susceptible in 
many cases of a very much milder meaning than that which is 
attributed to it in general by the ‘man in the street” in 
common parlance. Tt is true that the distinction between 
“ fraud ” and “legal fraud” was very severely criticized by Lord 
BraMweE.t, who in Weir v. Bell (26 W. R. 746) said, “I do not 
understand legal fraud. To my mind it has no more meaning 
than legal heat or legal cold, legal light or legal shade,” and he 
reiterated his opinion in Derry v. Peek (14 A. ©., at p. 346). 
But for all that, there is undoubtedly a distinction, which 

rhaps would be better expressed by saying that fraud may 
be either a moral fraud—that is, a common law fraud, or it may 
be a “statutory” fraud. Excellent instances of the latter are 
found under the statutes dealing with the issue of prospectuses, 
which say that the prospectus in certain cases shall be “ deemed 
to be fraudulent,” Still t better instances of it, as was pointed 
out by Mr. Registrar Linxtarsr this week in Re J. Rowley ¥ 
Sons, arise under the reer Acts. The point arose upon 
the bankrupts’ application for their discharge, upon which the 
official receiver reported that the bankrupts had been guilty 








648 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








July zz, 1903, 








of fraud within paragraph (7), sub-section 3, section 8, of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1890. This the bankrupts disputed. The acts 
on which the charge was founded were certain transfers and 
assignments made in favour of relatives upon the conversion of 
their business into a limited company. The paragraph referred 
to provides that the court shall refuse or suspend the discharge 
on proof “that the bankrupt has been guilty of any fraud or 
fraudulent breach of trust.” The learned registrar decided, and 
we think quite rightly, that the fraud meant here was common 
law fraud, and not transactions which are deemed to be fraudu- 
lent for the purposes of bankruptcy law, such as fraudulent 
transfers and fraudulent preferences. Such transactions as these 
are not fraudulent in the ordinary sense, but do, as the registrar 
held, amount to gross misconduct. The distinction is important, 
not only as affecting the character of the bankrupts, but practi- 
cally as affecting their discharge. For in cases of fraud the 
court will often refuse the discharge altogether, whereas mis- 
conduct will only add to the period of suspension. 





TueErE Has been considerable anxiety among the Chancery 
bar during the past week. For some time it seemed to hang in 
the balance whether the mind of one of their judges would have 
to be perforce corrupted by the painful necessity of having to 
read a French novel. While the members of the Divorce and 
King’s Bench Divisions, in the course of their duties, come in 
contact with much indecent matter, no such obligation ordinarily 
devolves on the Chancery judges. Scandalous matter in affi- 
davits or interrogatories is, of course, promptly struck out, with 
costs as between solicitor and client. ‘‘ As chaste as ice, as pure as 
snow,” the judges pursue their course. All of a sudden, in accord- 
ance with the maxim in Hamlet, calumny threatened to overtake 
one vf them. In order to decide an action it became necessary that 
a certain French novel, on which a play was alleged to be based, 
should be read. The learned judge appealed for mercy. He 
did not see why he should be obliged to read such a book, and 
ultimately it was fortunately arranged, after some difficulty, 
that the painful task should be undertaken by a referee, 
who was to report to the judge. This is obviously an 
unsatisfactory state of things; in the first place it neces- 
sitates the looking into the book by the learned judge so 
far as to ascertain that its contents are unsavoury. The bench 
should be protected against this. And, in the next place, it 
might be impossible to find a referee agreed upon by both 
parties to report on the work. Could nota rule of court be made 
providivg that whenever it becomes necessary for the judge to 
peruse a novel by a French author, a copy of such novel shall be 
desposited with the Senior Registrar, who shall carefully read 
the same and shall procure to be blocked out with deep black 
ink all such passages of the same as he shall consider unfit for 
the perusal of the judge: such blocking out to be so done that 
the deleted pasages shall be incapable of being read even with 
a magnifying glass and the most careful scrutiny ? 





THe DeEPression in the cotton industries of Lancashire is 
believed to be due to gigantic speculations, the object of which 
is to buy up the whole supply of the raw material and to keep 
it back from the market until it can command an extravagant 
price. We are, therefore, not surprised to hear that among 
cotton spinners and mill owners there is an increasing demand for 
legislation which may render speculation in cotton “ futures” 

As the law now stands, contracts by way of gaming 
wagering are null and void, and if under the guise of a 
contract of sale the real intent is merely to speculate in the rise 
or fall of prices, so that the goods are not to be delivered, but 
one party pays the other the difference between the contract 
price and the market price of the goods at the date fixed for 
executing the contract, the transaction is held to be a wager 


and cannot be enforced. But this law is wholly inadequate to | 


check the increase of time bargains, which are said to be 
as common in some of the leading markets as in the 
Stock Exchange. It has been proposed that there shall be a 
heavy stamp duty on purchases on cotton. This tax, how- 
ever, would — o sep | on the gambler and the legitimate 
buyer of “futures.” Another proposal is that the amount 
collected by this tax should be set aside and a large proportion 








returned to the cotton-spinners in proportion to the weight of th, 
commodity actually worked up. We cannot say that we hay, 
much hope that the evils caused in any department of trade 
reckless speculation would be dimiaished by any change in th 
law. We believe that experiments in this class of legislatig, 
have been made by some of the American States and in the 
British Colonies, and that the result of these experiments is ng 
encouraging. 





THE HEAD-NOTE in Kimber v. Admans (1900, 1 Ch. 412), “A buily. 
ing containing several residential flats constitutes only one hong 
within the meaning of the word ‘house’ in a covenant not t 
erect more than a certain number of houses, unless there is som, 
context which cuts down or alters the popular interpretation gf 
the word,” has received some qualification in the case of 7 
liford Park Estates v. Jacobs, which came before Swivry 
Eapy, J., on the 25th of June. There the defendant, to whom 
three lots of land had been conveyed, covenanted that no hong 
should be erected of a less value than £300, and that not mon 
than one house should be erected on any lot. He now propose 
to erect a double tenement house on each lot, consisting of, 
ground floor tenement and a first floor tenement above it 
These tenements were entered by separate front doors set back 
under a common archway, and the interior staircase leading 
the first floor tenement was divided by a brick wall from th 
ground floor tenement. The question was whether the defendant 
was about to put up two houses which were separated, no 
vertically, but horizontally, and this question was decided by th 
learned judge against the defendant. We see no reason 
doubt that this decision will be accepted with approval, anj 
assuming that the question is nothing more than what is th 
proper construction of the covenant, we think that the judgmat 
is more in accordance with the intention of the parties than thy 
in the earlier case. 





An inpictment for forcible entry is seldom tried in ow 
criminal courts, but the statutes which prohibit any person, even 
where he has a right of entry into a dwelling-house, from 
asserting that right with the strong hand remain unrepealed, ani 
compel the landlord, in cases where his tenant holds over alter 
the expiration of the tenancy, to recover possession by legal 
proceedings. A bailiff was convicted of forcible entry at the 
last Middlesex Sessions. It appeared that he had gone, with 
other men, to a house to eject a family whose tenaucy had expired, 
and who had refused to leave. Finding the door shut, one of 
the party used a knife to loosen the sash of a window; got into 
the house, and admitted the others by the door. It has been 
held that the statutes fo not prohibit a peaceable entry, but ins 
much as the tenant is not likely to receive the landlord in a 
accommodating spirit, few people, even where the power ol 
reentry is reserved to them by a lease, would be advised t 
exercise it without the assistance of an action at law. 








Mr. Justice Barnes, who, owing to ill-health, has been absent from the 
courts during the greater part of the year, will not, it 1s announced, b 
able to resume his judicial duties this side of the Long Vacation. The 
retirement of so able and popular a judge would, says the Globe, bea 
matter of real regret, but his long absence has resulted in a large growth 
of arrears in the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division. 


Mr. John Westlake, K.C., in an address at the annual meeting of the 
International Arbitration and Peace Association (Incorporated), om 
Wednesday, 7— the Tvmes, remarked that last year the Hague Court of 
Arbitration had had its first case brought before it. ‘True it was. not very 
important, It was the case between Mexico and the United States ast 
the division of certain funds, a case which had been allowed to slumber for 
many years. But the manner in which it was brought forward was much 
more important than the case itself. President Roosevelt had determined 
to bring in a case to set the court to work, a circumstance for which all who 
loved peace must be indebted to the President.” Further, England was 
now a party to a case before the court in the dispute with Venezuela, 
Untort oe the part of the dispute submitted was infinitesimally s 
The fault he had to find with the Government was that the question sub 
mitted was not the whole of the claims, The first-class claims had not 
been submitted, while the second-class claims were referred to a mi 
commission, and all that was submitted to the court was whether or no 
the three co-operating Powers were entitled to preference, What possible 
justification was there for not submitting the first-class claims ¢ 
reason, he believed, was characteristic of the dislike of many Powers ® 





submit cases for arbitration. 
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The Liability of a Principal for the 
Fraud of His Agent, 
I. 


Tr may be said, without fear of contradiction, that the considered 
judgment of Bicuaw, J., in the case of Hambro v. Burnand and 
Others, delivered on Tuesday last (reported elsewhere), is the 
most important decision affecting the commercial community 
which has been given for many years. But that is not the only 
aspect of the case which makes it specially noteworthy. For it 
is also a decision which is of intense interest to the legal pro- 
fession, since it is a direct decision upon a point of law which 
has apparently never hitherto been expressly decided, and will 
therefore, if upheld, be a landmark in the evolution of English 
case law. Moreover, it is a decision upon a principle which is 
not of peculiar application to some special branch of commercial 
law, but is of universal application to every branch of commerce in 
which the relation of principal and agent is constituted—that is, 
in effect, to every business carried on in this country. It is 
certainly a little surprising that at this late stage in the history 
and growth of English case law the question as to whether 
a principal is liable for the fraudulent act of his agent should 
not have arisen for direct decision, and possibly on reading 
these lines the reader will at once be inclined to say that it 
has, and to cite Barwick v. English Joint Stock Bank as the leading 
case on the subject. But for reasons which will be given later, 
itis clear that that case, and the cases which follow it, do not 
cover the whole field of discussion open on this important 
question. 

In Hambro v. Burnand the point arose under circumstances of 
an extraordinary character into which it is unnecessary to go in 
any elaborate detail. Indeed, to give our readers seisin of the 
point, it is sufficient to state that the action was an action of 
contract brought by Messrs. Hamsro, the well-known bankers, 
against five Lloyd’s underwriters. Messrs. Hampro sued upon 
a guarantee by which, in effect, upon its face the underwriters 
undertook that if Messrs. Gazz & Co. (Limited) failed to meet 
certain bills accepted by Hamsro’s, the underwriters would make 
good the deficiency. This guarantee was signed in the names of 
our of the five underwriters yer pro the fifth, who was in fact 
the underwriter who took the active part in the business, the 
leading underwriter, as he is often designated, the other four 
being members of Lloyd’s, but employing the fifth as their 
agent under agreements in substantially similar terms—namely, 
underwrite policies of insurance and to carry on the ordinary 
business of an underwriter at Lloyd’s in their names and on their 
dehalf. This, it may be said in passing, is the system of under- 
writing for ‘‘names” under which probably four-fifths of the 
business at Lloyd’s is carried on, and it is well known to all com- 
mercial men who have dealings with Lloyd’s. Prima facie, 
therefore, the other four ‘‘names” would be liable on the 
guarantee policy to Messrs. Hamsro given by the fifth if such 
policy were given in pursuance of the authority conferred upon 
their agent by the names. But the defence raised by the names, 
upon which the whole case turned, was that when their agent 
put their names to the policy he did so in fact for his own interest 
and in furtherance of his own private purposes, and that he had not 
in fact authority to do, and, therefore, there was no contract and 
they were not liable. The learned judge, after an exhaustive 
caring, delivered a considered judgment in which he has 
found that the defendants are right in their contention of fact 
and also in their deduction of law founded upon it. He 
stated very succinctly how the case stood in his view thus: 
‘Burwanp held the written authorities [¢.¢., of the names | already 
referred to, The plaintiffs never saw them or asked to see 
them or knew of their existence. BuRNanp issued the policy 
sued on for his own purposes, and not for or on behalf of the 
other four defendants. ‘The plaintiffs took it without inquiry, 
relying solely on the representation or its face. The question 
8, are the four defendants liable ? ” 

Now itis a curious and interesting fact that this appears to 
be the first case in which the question of whether a rye. 9 is 
liable for the fraud of his agent in respect of a contract made by 





for himself, has arisen. Almost all the cases in which a 

rincipal has or has not been held liable for the fraud of 
bie agent have been actions in which the agent has com- 
mitted a fraud upon the third party by misrepresentation 
or otherwise, and the action has been against the principal 
in tort. In that line of cases certain principles have 
been laid down, which have been consistently applied from a 
very early date. The general rule, which was settled as early 
as Lord Hot1’s time in Hern v. Nichols (1 Salk. 289), is that the 
master is answerable for every such wrong of the servant or 
agent as is committed in the course of the service and for the 
master’s benefit, though no express command or privity of the 
master be proved. The reason for this, as was pointed out in 
Barwick vy. English Joint Stock Bank (LL. R. 2 Ex. 259), is that, 
although the principal has not authorized the particular act, yet 
he has put the agent in his place to do that class of acts, and he 
must be answerable for the manner in which the agent has con- 
ducted himself in doing the business. It is to be observed that 
the fraudulent act must have been committed in the course of 
the service and for the master’s benefit. If in such cases the 
fraud is committed for the agent’s own private ends, and not in 
the interest of his employers, the principal is not liable. This 
was emphasized by a very strong judgment of the late Lord 
Bowen in Zhe British Mutual Banking Co. vy. Charnwood Forest 
Co. (35 W.R. 590). In that case the secretary of the company 
was authorized to answer inquiries as to the validity of the 
defendant company’s bonds. The secretary told certain lies to 
the plaintiffs as to the validity of some bonds for his own ends, 
and not in the interests of the company. The company, in 
an action of tort by the bank, was held not liable for the 
secretary’s misstatements, on the ground that he was only 
authorized to give answers for them, whereas he made the answers 
for himself in order to assist a friend. Bowen, LJ., is particu- 
larly emphatic: ‘I am’ aware of no precedent in English law 
: for holding that a — is liable in an action of 
deceit for the unauthorized and fraudulent act of an agent 
committed, not for the general or special benefit, of the principal, 
but for the servant’s own private ends.” Further on, at p. 718, 
he also deals with the argument that the defendants are liable 
because the secretary was authorized to do “‘ that class of acts,” 
and points out that this contention really begs the question at 
issue, for an act done not for the employer’s benefit, but for the 
servant’s private ends, is not an act of the class which the secretary 
was authorized todo. The same principle is affirmed by Lord 
SeporneE in Houldsworth v. City of Glasgow Bank (28 W. R. 677), 
and the noble lord there makes an observation which it is very 





pertinent to notice. “ It is,” he says, ‘‘a principle, not of the law 
of torts but of the law of agency,” and therefore, one may assume, 
equally applicable whether the action is in tort for the fraud of 
an agent, or on a contract induced by the fraud of the agent. In 
each case the principal will be liable if, and only if, the agent 
did the act for the principal's benefit. To conclude our review of 
this branch of the subject, it should be noted that in Whitechurch 
v. Cavanagh (50 W. R. 218), Lord Jawzs or Hererorp once again 
used the same expression. 

But all these cases are, it is true, cases of tort, and no 
case can apparently be found in which it has been directly 
applied to an action founded on a contract made by a general 
agent authorized to make that particular class of contract, and 
purported to be made on behalf of his principal, although t feet 
ale for himself. In fact, in which the agent has “ cheated "— 
to use the words of Brenan, J.—the third party into the contract 
by pretending that he was making it on behalf of his principals. 
In such circumstances who is to bear the loss occasioned by the 
agent’s fraud? Is the principle already noticed applicable? 
If so, it is clear that, in the absence of other circumstances, the 
agent having acted for himself and not his principals, there was 
never any contract. There has in fact been no exercise of the 
authority conferred. Or is the principle applicable here, that 
well-known rule of law that where one of two innocent parties 
must suffer from the fraud of a third he who has enabled 
the third y to commit the ought to bear the loss? 
What, again, is the true principle with regard to the position of 
a third party dealing with a professed agent? Must he take 
the risk of that agent's acting fraudulently, or is he entitled to 





the Agent purporting to got for his principal, but in fact acting 





rely in every case upon the principal so long as the agent repre- 








650 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


July 11, 1903, 





a . 





sents that he is doing the act for his principal? These and 
other difficult questions arose out of the above state of facts, and 
in our next article we hope to deal with the solution found for 
them in Biauam, J.’s, elaborate judgment, and to submit some 
considerations thereon from the point of view of the third party. 


(Zo be continued.) 








Constructive Trusts and the Renewal 
of Leases. 


One of the most familiar examples of constructive trust is the 
case of a renewal of a lease to a person who held the original 
lease in a fiduciary capacity. A lease renewed by a trustee or 
an executor in his own name, even in the absence of fraud, and 
upon the refusal of the lessor to grant a new lease to the cestui 
que trust, is treated as being held upon trust for the person 
entitled to the old lease: Keech v. Sandford (Sel. Cas. 61, 2 Wh. 
& T. (7th ed.), p. 693); Fitzgibbon v. Scanlan (1 Dow. 261). 
But in the recent case of Re Biss (51 W. R. 504; 1903, 2 Ch. 
40) an exhaustive examination of this principle has been made 
by the Court of Appeal, and it has been held that it does not 
apply to the case of a person who is not in a fiduciary capacity, 
or has not got into possession as limited owner, but is merely 
interested jointly with others in the old lease. In such a case 
there is no absolute presumption that the renewal must be 
treated as being for the benefit of all the persons interested ; and 
if, upon the facts, it appears that it was taken by the new lessee 
on his own account—if, for example, the lessor had refused to 
renew for the benefit of the estate or the joint owners—then the 
lessee is entitled to the renewed lease beneficially. The Court of 
Appeal reversed the judgment of Farwett, J., but that learned 
judge had considered that he was bound by authority to decide 
adversely to the new lessee, and the result was in accordance 
with his own view as to the proper application of the principle 
in question. 

In Re Biss, Stone, the lessee of a house at Westminster, had 
in 1887 granted to Jonn Biss an underlease for seven years 
from March, 1887, at a rent of £80. Biss used the premises 
for the business of a lodging-house keeper. On the expiration 
of the underlease Srone refused to renew it, but Biss remained in 
possession as yearly tenant at the increased rent of £84. In 1900, 
while still in possession as yearly tenant, he died intestate leaving 
a widow and three children surviving. The children were a son, 
J. E. Biss, and a daughter, both of age, and an infant daughter. 
In 1901 administration was granted to the widow, who, with the 
two adult children, continued to carry on the business under the 
yearly tenancy, and she endeavoured to obtain from Sronz a new 
underlease. This Stone refused to grant to her, and subsequently 
the three children commenced an administration action against her, 
in which a receiver was appointed. The head-lease under 
which Sronz held was due to expire in March, 1902, and in 
September, 1901, he gave the receiver six months’ notice to quit. 
Sronz, however, arranged to take a new lease of the premises, 
and both J. E. Biss and the receiver, the latter acting at the 
request of the widow, applied for a new underlease for the benefit 
of the estate. But Sronz declined to grant an underlease for 
such a purpose, though he was quite willing to grant one to 
J. E. Biss on his own account. Ina letter to the receiver he 
said: “I have already rejected Mrs. Biss’s application in this 
connection, and if I let the premises again it will be for the 
express purpose of offering it to Mr. 7 E. Biss, junior, as a 
matter of respect for him and his late father ; but this, of course, 
is entirely a matter between Mr. J. E. Biss, junior, and myself.” 
Ultimately Srowx took a new lease of the premises and let them 


to J. E. Biss on a three years’ agreement at the rent of £95.. 


A summons was then taken out by the widow by which it was 
attempted to establish that this underlease was held by J. E. Biss 
for the benefit of the estate. 

The principle upon which persons who take a renewed lease 
are held to be constructive trustees for the persons interested in 
the old one may be explained by saying that one who has a 
fiduciary or a partial interest in property is not allowed to take 
advantage of his position to gain a beneficial interest for himself. 





In the case of trustees and others in a fiduciary position the mul, 
is absolute, and it makes no difference that the lessor has 
declined to renew for the benefit of the estate. “This may 
seem hard,” said Kine, L.C., in Keech v. Sandford (supra), “ thas 
the trustee is the only person of all mankind who might ng 
have the lease; but it is very proper that rule should be strictly 
pursued,’and not in the least relaxed; for it is very obvions 
what would be the consequences of letting trustees have the 
lease on refusal to renew to cestui gue trust.” And similarly 
Expoy, L.C., in Fitsgibbon v. Scanlan (supra): ‘ Where 4 
trustee held a lease for the benefit of a cestus que trust, and 
made use of the influence which his situation enable 
him to exercise to get a new lease, courts of equity had 
said that he should hold it for the benefit of the cesty 
que trust, and to such a length had this doctrine bem 
carried that where a trustee procured a new lease wher 
it was perfectly clear that the lessor would never have renewed 
for the benefit of the cestui que trust, the rule was still adhered 
to that the trustee must hold it for the cestui que trust.” And 
there appears to be the like absolute presumption where a person 
who is in possession in virtue of a partial interest, such as a 
estate for life, obtains a renewal: Zuster v. Marriott (Amb. 668) 
Rawe v. Chichester (Amb. 715). 

But in addition to such persons as are entitled either by virtu 
of a fiduciary ownership, or of a limited ownership giving th 
right of immediate possession, there are many others who may 
have partial interests in the old lease, as mortgagees, joint 
tenants, and so on, and the question arises whether thes 
persons also are under an absolute incapacity of renewing fe 
their own benefit. According to a dictum of Baruurst, L.C.,i 
Rawe v. Chichester (supra), the rule goes as far as this. “J 
may be laid down as a rule,” he said, ‘that whoever has 
a lease has an interest in the renewal, and it is ofte 
the subject of settlements, and of the jurisdiction of this 
court; though the lessors are not bound to renew, yet, 
when done, it is a continuation of the old lease. If trustess, 
mortgagees, and persons interested obtain renewal, the new 
lease is always subject to the trusts and limitations of the 
old lease.” Of course if there is a right of renewal, then such 
right is part of the original property, and any person to whom 
the lessor grants the renewed lease in pursuance of his obliga- 
tion naturally takes it for all the persons who were interestel in 
the old lease. But the passage just quoted goes further, al 
lays it‘'down that, even where there is no right of renewal, ay 
person interested in the old lease stakes the new lease for the 
benefit of all who are interested. If the new lessee was it 
possession it may well be that this is so. He then, “ acting 
upon the goodwill that accompanies possession, gets a mote 
durable term”: per Expon, L.C., in James v. Dean (11 Ves.) 
395). But if he is not in possession, it cannot be said that he 
takes advantage of any special situation he has in relation t 
the property, and the dictum in Rawe v. Chichester (supra), it has 
now been held, is not applicable. Moreover a joint owner df 
property does not, as such, stand in-a fiduciary relation to the 
other owners: Kennedy v. Trafford (45 W. R. 671; 1897, A“. 
180). There is, therefore, no reason why, if he is acting with 
perfect fairness, he should not obtain for himself a renewal 
the lease which the lessor declines to grant for the benefit of the 
estate. 

In Re Biss, however, there was an infant concerned, and 
Farwe.t, J., held that he was bound by the decision in the 
analogous case of Re Grace (1 Bos. & P. 376). There a lessee hal 
died intestate, leaving a widow and an infantson. ‘The widow 
took out administration and remarried, and her husband, who 
had gone into possession of the premises, obtained a new leas 
in his own name. It was held that this was taken for the 
benefit of the infant to the extent of the interest of the latter ™ 
the old lease, and the judgment of Eyre, ©.J., indicates that 
the mere fact of a person partially interested being an infant 
was enough to place the person obtaining the renewal im & 
fiduciary position. ‘ Gracz,” he said, “took the lease at his 
own peril; if it had not turned out beneficial he must have 
sustained the loss, but as it is a beneficial lease it must be for 
the benefit of the trust. This is the peculiar privilege ol 
the unprotected situation of an infant.” But the Coutt 
of Appeal have interpreted the decision according to th 
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actual facts, and have thus, in Re Biss, arrived at a different 
result notwithstanding that an infant was interested. In Re 
Grace the husband had obtained possession by reason of his 
marriage with the administratrix, and was thus himself also in 
a fiduciary position, while moreover the mere fact of possession 
was sufficient to make him bailiff for the infant in regard to the 
share of the latter: Thomas v. Thomas (2 K. & J. 79). Hence he 
was incapable of taking a renewal for his own benefit. In Re 
Riss it was the receiver, and not J. E. Biss, who was in possession 
when the renewal was granted to the latter, and Re Grace was 
distinguishable. The Court of Appeal, accordingly, held that 
Re Grace was not applicable, and that, under the circumstances 
of Re Biss, the new lessee was entitled solely to the benefit of the 
new leaso. In general it may be said that “a person renewing 
is only held to be a constructive trustee of the new lease if, in 
respect of the old lease, he occupied some special position and 
owed, by virtue of that position, a duty towards the other persons 
interested” (ver Romer, L.J.). 





Reviews. 
Legal History. 


AHistory oF Enciisn Lecat Instrrutions. By A. T. CARTER, 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law, One of the Readers to the Inns of Court. 
Butterworth & Co. 


In this work Mr. Carter presents a clear and concise account of 
the development of our legal institutions from the earliest times. 
And without detracting from the gravity of his subject he enlivens it 
with a style which upon occasion can be humorous, or with analogies 
drawn from matters of more modern interest. Thus the ordinance of 
Trailbastons (temp. Edward I.), or of ‘‘ clubmen,” which is perhaps not 
very generally known, suggestsan analogy between these pests of a former 
ageand the ‘‘ hooligans” of to-day. In tracing the history of the various 
tribunals—the Common Law Courts, the Star Chamber, the Court of 
Chancery, &c.—-abundant use is made of original records, and 
numerous examples shew the actual nature of the cases which were 
adjudicated on. An interesting account is given of the battle 
between the Common Law Courts and the Court of Chancery at the 
beginning of the seventeenth century with reference to the claim of 
the latter to interfere by injunction with the enforcement of common 
law judgments improperly obtained, and a chapter is devoted to 
the Court of Requests, which for a considerable period served as the 
poor man’s Courtof Chancery. Here, as elsewhere, much use has been 
made of the materials collected in the Selden Society’s publications. 
Inthe chapter on Civil Process and the Civil Jury the development 
of methods of proof is explained, and a note at p. 207 states the 
curious point that a man instead of putting himself on his “‘ country ” 
might ‘‘ put himself” on some one individual acquainted with the fact. 
The individual—in the case cited, the Earl of Oxford —was then 
summoned to say whether the fact was true. Attention may also be 
talled to the chapter on the ‘‘ Early History of the Law Merchant,” 
which furnishes useful information on the Laws of Qleron as the 
foundation of maritime law, and on “ piepoudre” courts. The work 
safes the result of much research presented in a very attractive 
orm. 


River Polladon. 


Tae LAw AFFECTING 


THE PoLLuTION oF RIvERS AND WATER 
GENERALLY. 


By J. V. Vesey Firzceraup, K.C. Knight & Co. 
The question of the prevention of the pollution of rivers and other 
sources of water has only in recent times become important. The 
practice of getting rid of refuse by turning it into the nearest river 
was, as Mr. Fitzgerald remarks, convenient, and was looked on as 
the natural and proper method of disposing of it, till at length, in 
comparatively recent times, it was found to be productive of serious 
evil. Something was done to regulate the matter by the Public Health 
Act, 1848, and other statutes, and then by the consolidating Public 
Health Act of 1875, but the mischief due to modern crowding 
and modern factories continually grew, and finally, as a result 
of the mquiry of the Royal Commission of 1868, which reported 
m 1874, there _Was passed the Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 
1876. After introductory chapters dealing with common law 
rights relating to water generally, with easements, with statutory 
enone, and with procedure, the author discusses in detail the 
ry evant statutes, notably the two just mentioned—the Public Health 
ct, 1875, and the Rivers Pollution Act, 1876—the sections being 
printed in large type. An appendix gives the substance of the more 
sda private Acts dealing with the same subject. The book will 


rs found to be w useful guide to the statutes on pollution of water and 
the relevant authorities. 


Books Received. 


A Code of the Law of Compensation under the Lands Clauses Acts 
and Other Statutes Relating to the Compulsory Purchase or Injurious 
Affecting of Land. Together with an Appendix containing Forms and 
Precedents; the Arbitration Act, 1889; Part of the Settled Land 
Acts,. 1882, 1887, and 1890; Orders 52, 53, and 64 of the Supreme 
Court Rules; Crown Office Rules for Mandamus; Specimens of 
Valuations Made for the Purpose of Compensation, and Valuation 
Tables. By SytvarIn Mayer, B.A. (Lond.), Ph.D., Barrister-at- 
Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


Encyclopedia of the Laws of England: being a New Abridgment 
by the Most Eminent Local Authorities. Vol. XIII.: Supplement. 
Elite by A. W. Donatp, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. And an 
Exhaustive Index to the Entire Work. Prepared by WM. Bowsrzap, 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Mayne’s Treatise on D: . Seventh Edition. By Joun D. 
‘Mayne, Barrister-at-Law, and Lumiry Smiru, K.C., Judge of the 
City of London Court. Stevens & Haynes. 


An Epitome of Leading Common Law Cases, with Some Short 
Notes Thereon. Chiefly Intended asa Guide to Smith’s Leading Cases. 
By Jopn InpgERMAUR, Solicitor. Ninth Edition. By CHARLES 
THWAITES, Solicitor. Stevens & Haynes. 








T 


Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 


Settled Land Acts—Persons Having the Powers of a Tenant for 
Life.—The list of persons upon whom the powers of a tenant for life 
under the Settled Land Act, 1882, are conferred by section 58 include 
‘«(ix.) A person entitled to the income of land under a« trust or 
direction for payment thereof to him during his own or any other 
life, whether subject to expenses of management or not,” &c A 
testator gave his residuary real estate to trustees upon trust to pay 
out of the rents and profits certain life annuities to specified persons, 
with a direction that, if in any year there should be a surplus of such 
income over the emount of the annuities, it should be divided among 
the annuitants in proportion to their annuities. It was held that in 
the above enactment the singular ‘‘ person” is to be read as including 
‘* persons,” and since the annuitants were between them entitled to 
the entire income, they had together the powers of a tenant for life 
o the Act.—Rr Brenner (Kekewich, J., May 5) (1903, 2 Ch. 
136). 

Company Law. 


Memorandum of Association—-Objects Clauses. Some judges of 
the Chancery Division, or formerly of that division, complain of the 
multiplicity of objects clauses in memoranda of association ; others 
seem to be indifferent on this subject. Many of the cases as to 
winding up on the ground of ‘‘ substratum gone’’—or that the com- 
pany ‘‘ has no bottom,” as Mr. Justice Wright used to say—point in 
the direction of a holding that a company can have only one main or 
principal object-——generally to be found in clause 3, sub-clause (a@)— 
and that sub-clauses (b) to (zzz) are merely ancillary or incidental to (a). 
According to these cases, if (a) fails, (6) to (zzz) fall withit. Other cases 
do not quite support this view. One judge still holds a strong opinion 
that the section of the Act of 1862, referring to the “ objects” of a 
company to be stated in the memorandum, are “ the objects which the 
company is established to c out as a going concern for the pur- 
pose of earning profit and the like ”—*‘ the living objects.” Section 8 
of the Act requires the memorandum of a company limited by shares 
to state ‘‘ the objects for which the proposed company is to be estab- 
lished.” It is clear, therefore, that such a company may have more 
than one object. A well known author (Mr. er) objects to the 
‘ancillary or incidental doctrine,” and to get round it he has added the 
following words at the end of his objects clause, ‘‘ and the intention is 
that the objects specified in each paragraph of [this] clause shall, except 
where otherwise expressed in such paragraph, be in nowise restricted 
by reference to or inference from the terms of any other paragraph 
or the name of the company.” Substantially these words were used 
at the end of the memorandum of acompany with twenty-five objects, 
the first of which was to acquire and take over as a going concern 
the undertaking of another company formed to work mines at Mysore, 
and all or any of its assets, and with a view thereto to enter ito a 
certain agreement. The second object was to acquire gold mines, 
mining and other rights, &c., ‘tin Mysore and elsewhere,” and to 
work the same, &c. The mine of the old company turned out 
unsatisfactorily, and the working was oned, The directors 
proposed to acquire mining rights in West Africa, and to provide 
of the capital to develop them by calling up part of the uncalled 
capital. All the shareholders except one supported the proposal, but 
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that one applied for and obtained an injunction to prevent the 
West African project from being carried out. The company relied 
on the final clause of the memorandum, but it was held that 
although the clause was not illegal, its effect was not to make 
the object stated in each preceding paragraph a separate and inde- 
pendent object. No doubt this was right in the circumstances, but 
the decision, so far as it declared that the proposal was not within the 
second object, or that the second object was merely ancillary, seems 
open to doubt. But the court also stated that section 8 could be 
complied with by stating two or more “definite different objects” 
clearly. The section only requires “ objects” to be stated—not 
*¢ definite,” or ‘‘ main,” or ‘‘ principal’’ objects. Afterall, admitting 
the correctness of all the decisions, the difficulty can be got over, it is 
submitted, by stating in clause 3 thatthe objects are “ (a) (1) to acquire 
and work a mine called —— in X; (2) to acquire and work mines in 
X or elsewhere. These are the main objects of the company, the 
ancillary or incidental objects of which are specified in the following 

graphs of this clause.” The Registrar of Joint Stock Companies 
would probably not refuse to register a company with a memorandum 
containing some such words.—STEPHENS v. MysoRE REEFS (KAN- 
GUNDY) Muntnc Co. (Swinfen Eady, J., Feb. 14, 1902) (1902, 1 Ch. 
746). 











Result of Appeals. 


House of Lords. 


Fullerton and Another v. Provincial Bank of Ireland. Considered. Order 
appealed from reversed ; judgment of Mr. Justice Meredith restored ; 
the respondents to pay to the appellants their costs both here and 
below. July 3. 

London and Yorkshire Bank (Limited) v. Taylor. Heard for the 
appellants, counsel appearing for the respondent, but not called on. 
Order appealed from affirmed and appeal dismissed with costs. July 3. 

Bwilfa and Merthyr Dare Steam Collieries (1891) (Limited) v. Pontypridd 
Waterworks Co. Fully heard and consideration adjourned sine die. 
July 6. 

Igoe rc. Shann and (Others. Further and fully heard. Order appealed 
from reversed: judgment of the King’s Bench Division restored ; the 
respondents to pay to the appellant his costs both here and below. 
July 7. 

Appeal Court I. 
‘Final List.) 

Cordilleras—1902—-Folios 70 and 81 (consolidated). William France 
Fenwick & Co. (Limited), Owners of Steamship Poplar v. Owners of 
Steamship Cordilleras (damage). Appeal of defendants from judgment 
of Mr. Justice Barnes (set down June 25,1902). Dismissed with costs. 
July 3. 

For Judgment. 

Dalegarth—1902—Folios 263 and 285 (consolidated). lhe Chesapeake and 
Ohio Steamship Co. (Limited) r. The Owners of Steamship Dalegarth 
damaze. Appeal of defendants from judgment of the President 
set down Oct. 15, 1902). Dismissed with costs. July 4. 

For Hearing. 

Krouypr®) z Wilhelm—1902—Folio 377. The Owners of Steamship Robert 

Ingram and Others c. The Uwners of Steamship Kronprinz Wilhelm 
damage). Appeal of defendants from judgment of of Mr. Justice 
Phillimore ‘set down Dec. 19,1902). Dismissed with costs. July 4. 

Barry —1902—Folios 257 and 365. The Owners of Steamship Norna and 
Others ¢. The Uwners of Steamship Barry (damage). Appeal of 
piaintiff« from judgment of Mr. Justice Phillimore (set down Jan 16, 
1902). Barry—1902 — Folios 357 and 365. The Owners of Steamship 
Norna ¢. The Owners of Steamship Barry (damage). Appeal of defen- 
dante from judgment of Mr. Justice Phillimore, cross-appeal (set down 
Feb. 11, 1903. Dismissed with costs. July 6. 


(interlocutory List. 


Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. Justice Wright, 


Smith v. Betty. 
1903, and cross-notice by plaintiff. Allowed with 


dated May 5, 
‘ OBte. J uly *. 
Final 
Ville de &t. Nazaire—1002— Folio 15%. 
Ville de St. Nazaire v. The Brivm Ferry Works (Limited) (damage at 
wharf), Appeal of defendants from judgment of Mr. Justice 
Bucknil) (set down Feb. 16, 1902). Dismissed with costs. July 8. 


List. 


The Owners of French Steamship 





Tartary-—1902— Police 1. 2,694, 1. 2,694 (consolidated) Liverpool 1905 | 
—Folio 74. The Owners of Steamship Lrishman v. Owners of Steam- | 
thip Tartary damage). Appeal of defendants from judgment of Mr. 





Justice Yucknill (set down Feb. 10, 1903). Dismixsed with conte. 
duly 9. 
Chuden—1992 -V¥ohio 322, The Owners of Steamship Mercator v. The 


Owner 8 Steamship Oluden damage). Appeal of plaintiffs from 


Wh Cele. 





5 went Of Mr, Justice Buckuill (xt down eb. 24, 190%). Dinmiswed | Manchester, 
July 9 { 


Appeal Court II. 
(Final List.) 

Forrestt & Son (Limited) v. Sharrer’s Zambesi Traffic Co. (Limited). Appeal 
of plaintiffs from judgment of Mr. Justice Wills, without a juey, 
Middlesex (set down Sept. 18, 1902). Dismissed ‘with costs op 
openint: . July 6. 

(For Judgment.) 

Weingarten Brothers v. C. Bayer & Co. Appeal of defendants from onde 
of Mr. Justice Joyce, dated Feb. 11, 1903 (c. a. v. May 20). Allowed 
with costs ; Romer, L.J., dissenting. July 8. 

(Interlocutory List.) 

Lloyd’s Bank (Limited) v. The Royal British Bank (Limited) and Another, 
Appeal of plaintiff from order of Mr. Justice Byrne (set down June 27, 
1903). Withdrawn on undertaking; costs to be costs in the cange, 
July 8. 

Hoffmann v. Hoffmann. Hoffmann v. Pertwee and Others. Appeal of 
plaintiff from order of Mr. Justice Kekewich (set down July 4, 1903), 
Dismissed with costs on opening. July 8. 

(Final List.) 

Ilford Gas Co. v. Ilford Urban District Council (Join Jackson, Thig 
Party). Appeal of third party from judgment of Mr. Justice Lawrane 
without a jury, Middlesex (set down Aug. 23, 1902). (New Tyal 
Paper.) Ilford Gas Co. v. The Ilford Urban District Council (J. Jack. 
son, Third Party). Appeal of defendants as against third party for 
judgment or new trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, at trial 
before Mr. Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex (set down 
June 12, 1902), to be heard with 20 Fival List, by order. To bh 
reheard by Mr. Justice Lawrance. July 8. 

Oliver v. The Nautilus Steam Shipping Co. (Limited). Appeal of plaintif 
from judgment of Mr, Justice Jelf, without a jury, Cardiff (set dow 
Aug. 12, 1902). Allowed with costs. July 9. 

{[Complied by Mr, Arruur F. Cuaprpre, Shorthand Writer-} 








Cases of the Week. 


House of Lords. 
IGOE ». SHANN AND OTHERS. 7th July. 


LicensincG Law—Renewat or Licence—Vatve or Hovse—Lacensne 
Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 94), s. 45. 

This was an appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal (Collins, M.R., 
and Mathew, L.J., Cozens-Hardy, L.J., dissenting) (reported 51 W. R. 
38 ; 1902, 2 K. B. 467), reversing a judgment of the Divisional Cout 
(Lord Averstone, C.J., and Lawrance, J.) (49 W. R. 559; 1901, 2 KB 
740). The appellant was the tenant and occupier of the Council Inn, ad 
was licensed in respect thereof for the sale of beer by retail to be co- 
sumed on or off the premises. On due notice of objection, the respondents, 
who were the licensing justices for the city and county of Manchester, in 
September, 1900, refused to renew the appellant’s licence on the grounti 
that the premises were not of the necessary annual value. The Council 
Inn was originally licensed in 1868, and, with the exception of a break o 
two days, was continuously licensed until September, 1900, and it was 
found in the case stated that the annual value of the house exceeded £15, 
but was less than £30. The Court of Appeal held that as there had bees 
a break in the continuity of the licence by the renewal having been ref 
since the Licensing Act, 1872, the requirement as to annual value imposed 
by section 45 (for Manchester £30 per annum) applied, and therefor 
upheld the refusal. Upon appeal the House reversed this decision. 

Earl of Harssvury, L.C., in giving judgment said: The only question 
here was the capacity of the house to receive a licence, and that was set 
by the Act of 1840. It was, however, argued that this capacity wa 
modified by the Act of 1872. I concur with Cozens-Hardy, L..J., thé 
there were no words in the statute of 1872 which excluded this house, the 
capacity of which to receive a licence remained. It was an ordinary rule 
of construction to interpret words as they were found, and there was » 
justification, when the language was clear, for introducing words whi 
were not there. Nothing but the words themselves should be regarded. 
In 1872 the Legislature drew a distinction between houses, not in respect 
of the jurisdiction of the magistrates to licence, but in respect-of the 
material construction and the rental value of the houses. ‘The house in the 
present case did not come within the words of that legislation, and ite 
not be said that at the date of the passing of the Act of 1872 these premise 
were disqualified. I concur, therefore, with the judgments of the 
Chief Justice and Lawrance, J., with the exception of the words of the 
Lord Chief Justice in which it was said that in gubstance the premises bad 
been licensed continuously since 1868, There had been a break ; it wae# 
much a break as if it had lasted two years instead of two days; but, not 
withstanding that break, the language of the section was clear and shewel 
that there was nothing to deprive the house of the capacity to receive # 
licence, 

Lords Macwacures, Suny, Ronewtson, and Laxoney concurred, and the 
appeal wax accordingly allowed.—Counsu.,, Mufus Leads, KU., Loree 
awry, K.C., and Randolph; C. A. Kusmell, K.C., and T. I, Byrne. Borel 
sous, Tt. B, Wheatley, Son, & Daniel, tor Cobbett, Wheel Yr, ¢ Cobhe's, 
Manchester; Crowders, Vizard, Oldham, for LHockin, Raby, & Leokln, 
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Court of Appeal. 


RATHBONE BROS. & CO. v». DAVID McIVER, SONS, & CO. No 2. 
2nd July. 


But or Lapinc—Construction—ExcerTion—UNSEAWORTHINESS — UNFIT- 
ness OF Sure to Recetve Canco—Lianmiry or SHIPOWNERS. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiffs against the decision of Wills, J. 
fe rted 8 Com. Cas., p..1). The action was brought by the endorsees of 
ills of lading against the owners of the steamship Barbary for damage 10 
some bales of sheepskins. ‘The sheepskins were stowed in the ’tween-decks 
of the vessel, and whilst there were damaged by fresh water which escaped 
from a broken pipe. ‘his pipe supplied a fresh-water tank for domestic 
service, and was already broken at the time when the cargo was loaded at 
the commencement of the voyage. The bills of lading provided that 
the goods, — at Buenos Ayres in good order and condition, were to be 
delivered in like good order and condition at Liverpool, with a large 
number of exceptions, among which were ‘‘loss or damage arising from the 
consequence of any damage, breakdown, injury to, or defect in hull, tackle, 
boilers, or machinery, - + however such damage, defect, or injury. 
may be caused, and notwithstanding that the same may have existed 
at or at any time before the loading or sailing of the vessel, 
collision, stranding or any other perils of the seas, and 
whether any of the perils, causes, or things above mentioned, or loss 
orinjury arising therefrom, be occasioned by the . . . negligence 
. . . Of the owners, master, officers ... . crew .. . and 
whether before or after, or during the voyage, or for whose acts the ship- 
owner would otherwise be liable, or by unseaworthiness of the ship at the 
beginning or at any period of the voyage, provided all reasonable means 
have been taken to provide against such unseaworthiness, or by any cause 
whatever.’’ The defendants admitted (1) that the vessel was nut fit to 
receive cargo at the time when the sheepskins were loaded, and (2) that 
reasonable means had not been taken to provide against that unfituess. 
The learned judge held that the shipowners were not liable, on the ground 
that the latter part of the exception as to ‘‘ unseaworthiness ’’ extended 
only to unseaworthiness of the ship as a ship—i.e., to her untitness to meet 
the perils of navigation with safety to the ship, and not to her unfitness to 

the cargo. The plaintiffs appealed. 


Tue Court (VavcHAN Wiiu1aMs, Romer, and Sriruinc, L.JJ.) allowed | 


the appeal. 

Vavcuan Wi.uraMs, L.J.—I think this judgment cannot be supported. 
I desire to point out the broad principle which I think should be applied 
to the construction of a bill of lading or any other contract (such as a 
charter-party) relating to the carriage of goods by sea. This broad 
principle has been laid down in Waikato v. New Zealand Shipping Co. (1898, 
1Q. b. 645; 1899, 1 Q. B. 56) to this effect, that in the case of the carriage 
of goods by sea the law places certain obligations upon the shipowner 
which will always bind him, unless there are in the contract clear words 
which without any ambiguity relieve him from his common law liability. 
In Steel v. State Line Steamship Co. (3 App. Cas. 72, at p. 86) Lord 
Blackburn also takes the view that these common law warranties are to be 
got rid of only by express stipulation. Now in the case of this bill of lading 
| think that this clause relating to ‘‘ unseaworthiness ’’ is not intended to 
create a new exception, or to add to the list of exceptions, but is a qualifi- 
cation which overrides the exceptions before-mentioned. As to the point 
upon which Wills, J., appears to have based his judgment -— viz., the con- 
sruction of the word ‘‘ unseaworthiness,’’ in my judgment we ought not 
0 give that narrow construction to the word. ‘Che word ought to be read 
as covering not only the fitness of the ship to meet the perils of the ocean, 
but also her fit conditio. w carry the goods. It has been argued that 
whichever construction is adopied the defendants are exempt from 
liability by the express words of the bill of lading which are said to be 
plain and unambiguous. It is admitted that the vessel was not fit to receive | 
the goods, and that reasonable care was not taken, but it is said that the 
words of exception are wide enough to cover this defect which existed at 
or before the time of loading, and that the shipowner is not liable on the 
implied warranty. It seems to me that the answer to this argument is 
plain. It is manifest on the bill of lading that it was not intended that 
the shipowner should be under no liability for unseaworthiness. On the 
contrary, his exemption from liability is confined to a particular case. 
Reading this bill of lading as a whole, it is impossible to conclude thas 
the shipowner is relieved from all liability for unseaworthiness. In m 
opinion the common law warranty of fitness is left untouched by the bill 
of lading, whether it is a separate warranty or part of the warranty of 
seaworthiness, The result is that the shipowners are liable in con- 
— of the unfitness of the ship. 

tomer and Srreuinc, L.JJ., gave judgments to the same effect.— 
Counset, Pickford, K.C., and Leslie Scott ; Horridge, K.C., and Maurice 
Hill, Souscrrons, Bateson, Warr, & Wimshurst ; Hill, Diekinson, § Co, 

| Reported by J. I. Stixtine, Esg., Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
WELD BLUNDELL », WOLSELEY AND OTHERS. Swinfen Eady, J. 
4th July. 
Kaurrane Wastr—Ornawenrat. ‘Timnen—INTextion or Serrion—Ly- 
FERENCE rROM Presunt CircemMeTancrs, 

ater a settlement dated the 11th of September, 1869, Reginald Joseph 
eld was at the date of these proceedings tenant for life in possession of 
® Lulworth Estate without impeachment of waste, ‘The estate was in 





trict settiement, and the plaintiff, Charles Joseph Weld-Blundell, was 


entitled to an estate for life in remainder subject to certain intervening 
estates. He was also in occupation of nea of the estate, including Lul- 
worth Castle, undera lease. Reginald Joseph Weld was a person of un- 
sound mind, so found by inquisition, and two of the defendants were the 
committees of his estate, the other defendants being their agents. In the 
winter of 1901-1902 the defendants marked for felling about 540 trees 
on the settled estate, and felled about 78 of them. The plaintiff 
brought this action claiming au injunction to restrain the defendants from 
felling or removing the said trees, and on the hearing of a motion, which 
was treated as the trial of the action, Farwell, J., on the 27th of 
October, 1902, made an order that a special releree should be appointed 
to make ap inquiry and report to the court which of the said trees 
had properly been or might properly be felled by the defendants, and 
which of the said trees ought properly to have been or ought properly 
to be left standing by them. The plaintiff's contention was that all the 
said trees ought to be left standing: by the defendants as being orna- 
mental timber, and at the inquiry his counsel called an expert witness, 
who stated that after viewing the trees in question he had formed the 
opinion that they were planted for the purpose of ornament and shelter. 
No other witness was called, and on the plaintiff's case being closed the 
defendants’ counsel contended that, in the absence of evidence that any of 
the said trees had been planted or designedly left for ornament by the 
settlor through whom the plaintiff claimed, the defendants were entitled 
to fell all the said trees, and that no such evidence had been given. The 
plaintiff eontending to the contrary, the special referee submitted the 
following question for the opinion of the court by way of special case, 
under section 19 of the Arbitration Act, 1889: ‘‘ Whether auy evidence 
had been given upon which, in the absence of any evidence on behalf of 
the defendants, the referee could properly find and report that any of the 
said 540 trees were such as might not properly be felled by the defendants?’’ 
In argument on the special case counsel for the defendauts urged that in 
order to justify the court in interfering with the legal rights of the 
defendants, evidence must be given, not that the trees were now orna- 
mental, but that the settlor planted or left them standing as such ; and 
they cited Marquis of Downshire v. Sandys (6 Ves. 107), Wombwell v. Belasyse 
(therein reported p. 110a), Marker v. Marker (9 Hare 1), Halliwell v. Phillsps 
(6 W. R. 408, 4 Jur. N. 8. 607), Chamberlayne v. Dummer (3 Bro. C. C. 549). 
Counsel for the plaintiff that the intention with which the settlor 
planted or left the trees could be inferred from now existing circumstances, 
and they cited Lushington v, Boldero (6 Madd. 149). 

Swrixren Eapy, J.—The issue before the referee was entirely one of fact. 
He heard the evidence on one side and has submitted to the court the 
question of law whether the plaintiff has made out any case for the 
defendants to answer. I am told he was selected by reason of special 
qualifications, and that:he has viewed the woods in question, though the 
special case does not mention his having done so. It has often been said 
that the question whether any trees have been planted or left for 
ornamental purposes is a question of fact. The difference in different 
cases lies in the evidence necessary to establish that fact. There is 
considerable difficulty in saying what constitutes ornamental timber. 
It may be that nearness to a mansion-house is a sufficient indication, 
but neither this nor the existence of a park is a necessary element. 
The defendants’ counsel says some evidence should be given of the 
acts of the settlor or of his intention to treat the trees as ornamental, 
or of his opinion that they were planted for shelter. There is evidence 
that in the opinion of the —_ at least some of the woods were 
designedly planted for shelter. With regard to the Kennel Rings and the 
pleasure grounds there, he thinks they were planted as part of a general 
scheme of shelter. As to the Kennel Wood he expresses the opinion that it 
was planted later when it was found that more shelter was required. ‘The 
trees in that wood are of various ages, sume oaks being 150 years old, some 
larch 40 years. These latter would thus be planted shortly before the 
date of the settlement. This wood is a quel example of pr. oti waole 
planting by the settlor. Iam of opinion that as to some, though not all, 
of the trees, there is quite sufficient evidence on the part of the plaintiff to 
call for an answer from the defendants. The issue for the court to 
determine is, not whether the timber is now ornamental, but whether it 
was planted or treated by former owners of the estate for the purpose of 
ornament or shelter ; and this, as to at least some of the trees, is proved 
by the evidence. The special case must therefore be answered in the 
attirmative.—Counsen, Bee, K.C., and Leigh Clare; Neville, K.C., and Barnard 
Lailey. Sourcrrons, Colyer § Colyer ; Bland, Nettleship, § Butt, 

[Reported by R. Hunt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.) 





High Court—King’s Bench Division, 
HAMBRO ». BURNAND, DRAFFEN, MORDAN, READ, AND ELWELL. 
Com. Court, 8th and 30th June. 


PrixcivaL AND Aagnt—Scors or Avraoxrry—Contaact rok AgEnr’s 


Soue Lerensst—Liaaniurry or Parerear—Unperwarrsa, 


This was an action brought on BA reg one policy, dated the Ist of 
October, 1902, subseribed by the di t Burnand ia his own name and 
in the names of the other fow defendants to recover £1,004 15s. lid, 
The document was addressed to the plaintiffs, Messrs, C. J, Hambro 
& Son, and was as follows: “ . . . In consideration of your accepting at 
our request the drafts of Henry Gaze & Sons (hereinafter called the 
drawers) to such an amount as you may think proper, such drafts to be 
drawn and accepted within one year fram the th of June, 1902, and in 
consideration af the premium of £1 per cent, paid to us by the drawers on 
the execution hereof . . . we, the underwriters, agree that if the 
drawers do not at or before maturity of any such drafts pat you in funds 
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to meet the same we will within thirty days of receipt of notice . . 
pay to you in cash the amount of such drafts and will further indemnify 
you against all . . . loss . . . charges, and expenses which you may have 
topay . provided that our liability hereunder shall not exceed the 
amount of our respective subscriptions hereto with interest thereon at the 
rate of 5 per cent. per annum from the time of payment being demanded.” 
The policy was subscribed with the names of the five defendants, the 
names of the last four being subscribed in the handwriting of Burnand by 
procuration. On the 9th of October, 1902, the plaintiffs accapted a draft 
of Gaze & Sons (Limited), at ninety days’ sight, for £1,000. The bill fell 
due on the 10th of January, 1903, and Gaze & Sons made default in 
finding money to meet it. Thereupon the plaintiffs claimed under the 
policy sued on to be paid by each of the five defendants his proportion— 
viz., £200 of the amount. ‘The substantial question in the case was as to 
the liability of the four defendants Draffen, Read, Mordan, and Elwell, 
who were all members of Lloyd’s, to make good this claim. Draffen, 
Read, and Elwell never personally did any business at Lloyd’s, but 
Mordan was at one time in Burnand’s office learning the business. The 
object which all these four defendants had in view in becoming members 
of Lloyd's was to underwrite risks there ; and in order to carry out their 
object they employed the defendant Burnand, alsoa member of [loyd’s, 
to do the business for them. The terms of Burnand’s employment were 
in each case reduced to writing, and though differing in words were in 
substance that Burnand should carry on the ordinary business of an 
underwriter at Lloyd’s in the names and on behalf of the four defendants. 
For some years Burnand, acting for the defendants under the authority 
conferred by these documents, underwrote risks of different kinds at 
Lloyd's and rendered accounts to the defendants showing the profits and 
losses resulting therefrom. It was not until the year 1900 that the trans- 
a tions began out of which the present dispute arises. At the end of 1899, 
an arrangement was made between Gaze & Sons and the plaintiffs that the 
latter should accept Gaze & Sons’ drafts at three months, which Gaze & 
Sons should get discounted. The proceeds were to be used by Gaze & 
Sons for the purposes of their business. As the bills fell due Gaze & Sons 
were to furnish the plaintiffs with the necessary funds for retiring them. 
It was part of the bargain that Gaze & Sons should obtain and hand to the 
plaintiffs ‘‘ Lloyd’s policies,’ guaranteeing that Gaze & Sons should pro- 
vide the necessary funds at the required time. The commission to be paid 
by Gaze & Sons to the plaintiffs for the accommodation was fixed at } per 
cent. on the amount of each acceptance. The first policy handed by Gaze 
& Sons to the plaintiffs was in the form now sued on, but it was for £3,000. 
It was dated the Ist of January, 1900, and was subscribed by the defendant 
Barnand in his own name and in the names of three of the other defendants 
—namely, Draffen, Read, and Elwell—for £250 each. It was also sub 

scribed by a number of other underwriters for small sums, which 
made up an aggregate further amount of £2,000. Soon after this 
policy was handed over bills to the amount of £4,000 were drawn by 
Gaze & Sons on the plaintiffs, and were accepted. Subsequently further 
policies were handed to the plaintiffs to secure additional bills, until, 

by November, 1900, the amount afloat of the plaintiffs’ acceptances 
to Gaze & Sons’ drafts reached as much as £14,500. It was noticed by the 
plaintiffs that the later policies—viz., those after June, 1901—brought to 
them by Gaze & Sons were subscribed only by Burnand and his names; 

the other defendants, whose names appeared on the first policy for two- 

thirds of the amount, no longer being parties. When the plaintiffs 
observed this they insisted on Giaze & Sous procuring what are called 
** solvency policies ‘’—that is to say, policies guarantecing the solvency of 
the underwriters. These Gaze & Sons accordingly took out with the 

Royal Exchange Insurance Co. and handed to the plaintiffs. Thus the 
plaintiffs had a triple security for their advances ; they had the liability of 
Gaze & Sons, the guarantee of Burnand and his names, and a warranty 

by third parties of the solvency of Burnand and his names. After the 
total amount of the advances had reached £14,500 the bills began to run 

off. By the end of 1901 the bills afloat only amounted to £7,500. These 
bills were renewed from time to time during 1902, and the last of the series 
of renewals were now all in the hands of the plaintiffs, who had to take 

them up outof their own moneys by reason of Gaze{& Sons’ default. At 

no time during the period over which this business extended—that is to say, 

190), 1901, and 1902—did the plaintiffs see Burnand. The business between 

the plaintiffs and Gaze & Sons seemed to have been conducted, so far as 

Gaze & Sons were concerned, by Parry, the managing director of the com- 

pany, and by nobody else. It appeared that during nearly all this time 


present action. Burnand instructed a firm of solicitors to appear to this 
writ. The four defendants never heard of it. Judgment was signed, and 
when attempts were made to serve bankruptcy notices on them perso 

in 1903, the defendants became aware for the first time that they had bee 
sued. Some of them paid the claim. Shortly afterwards the writ in tie 
present action was issued. 

Bieuam, J., in giving judgment, said that the main question was whethe 
the four defendants, other than Burnand, were liable. He had no doub,, 
whatever that Burnand in underwriting the Gaze policy sued on was 
acting for himself, and in furtherance of his own interests, and not for q 
in the interest of the four defendants. It was to Burnand’s persona 
interest to keep Gaze & Sons going. It was contended on the plaintiffs 
behalf that the earlier policies issued in 1900 were at all events hone 
subscribed by Burnand on behalf of the four names, and that the policy 
sued on, though dated in 1902, was merely a renewal of one of these 
earlier policies and could not, therefore, be regarded as a policy issued for 
Burnand’s sole benefit. He did not, however, take this view of the faetg, 
The business was Burnand’s, and only Burnand’s, from beginning to end, 
Burnand held the written authorities. The plaintiffs never saw them o 
asked to see them or knew of their existence. Burnand issued the poli 
sued on for his own purposes, and not for or on behalf of the other four 
defendants. The plaintiffs took it without inquiry, relying solely on the 
representation on its face. The question was, whether the four defendants 
were liable. The first point taken on their behalf was that the under- 
writing of documents such as that sued on was not business which came 
within the meaning of the authorities at all. It was not insurance, and 
therefore not within the authority; and it was not business ordinarily 
transacted at Lloyd’s. Ina strict sense the contract sued on was not 4 
contract of insurance; it was not a contract of indemnity against loss; it 
was an undertaking to pay a sum of money to the holder if someone else 
failed to find it at the proper time ; a loss was not a necessary condition to 
the liability. He thought that the authority extended to cover all business 
ordinarily done at Lloyd’s. The words were ‘‘ underwriting policies of 
insurance at Lloyd’s and carrying on the ordinary business of an 
underwriter there.’”? Witnesses from Lloyd’s spoke as to the 
kinds of business done there, and he was satisfied that the under 
writing of policies such as the one sued on‘ formed part of that business, 
The next point was that, even if the authorities given to Burnand 
warranted the signing of documents such as those, yet, as that policy was 
not signed for on behalf of the four defendants, but for Burnand’s benefit 
only, it did not bind them. It was said that such a contract was outside 
the authority which he held. There were only three ways in which a man 
could be bound by a contract made by one who purported to act as his 
agent in making it. First, he would be bound if the agent had in fact 
his authority to make the contract. on his behalf; secondly, he would 
be bound if, though the agent had in fact no such authority, he 
had held out the agent as having such authority and had thereby 
induced the other party to enter into the contract; and, thirdly, he 
would become bound if, the contract having been entered into in 
his name, but without his authority, he subsequently ratified the 
agent’s act. With the second of these three he was not concemed. 
There clearly was no holding out. Asagainst the four defendants it isim- 
possible to set up an estoppel by reason of a holding out. It appeared 
him that it was impossible to treat the representation which Burnand made 
when he signed the policies per procuration as the representation of the 
other defendants. It was untrue, untrue to his knowledge; and, in his 
opinion, an agent to make contracts on behalf of another had no power by 
his own unauthorized falsehood to create an estoppel against his principal 
so as in effect to entirely alter the scope of the authority. Estoppel could 
only arise out of the conduct of the man against whom it is set up. A 
case of ratification was attempted to be set up on behalf of the plaintiffs, 
but it was confined to two of the defendants—namely, Draffen and 
Mordan; the acts which were said to amount to a ratification were 
in his opinion not even evidence of a ratification. ‘To constitute 
stitute a valid ratification of the unauthorized acts of an agent ** there 
must be full knowledge of what those acts-were or such an unqualified 
adoption that the inference may properly be drawn that the principal 


| intended to take upon himself the responsibility for such acts whatever 


they were’’: Marsh v. Joseph (1897, 1 Ch., at p. 246). In the present case 
there was nothing in the facts which would justify him in drawing an 
inference of the kind mentioned; and as to knowledge the defendants at 
the time of the alleged acts of ratification knew nothing about the policy 





jurnand was a director of Gaze & Sons. He joined the board in August, 
1900; and not only was he a director, but he was personally engaged in | 
financial dealings with that company. Before the end of 1900 the plaintiffs 
became aware of the fact that Burnand was a director of Gaze & Sons, 
but they knew no more than that fact wouli convey to them. By the end | 
of 1902 the amount owing by Gaze & Sor to different creditors reached 
the large total of £110,000. Thus Burnand had purported to bind each of | 
the four defendants to an amount of upwards of £20,000 on one risk 
namely, the solvency of Gaze & Bons. He never obtained any premiums 
for the policies. Gaze & Sons never paid anything for them, although 
each policy contains the statement that Gaze & Sons have paid 1 per cent. 
premium, WBurnand never entered the policies in his businees books where | 
im the ordinary course they should have appeared. He never introduced 
them into any of the accounts which he rendered to the defendants. At 
umes during the three years over which the transactions extended Gaze & 
ions made default in providing money to take up their drafts, wher upon 
the holders of the corresyymding policics wrote to the defendants demand- 
ing payment. These letters were addressed to the defendants at 
VAsyd’s, but were received by Burnand. In 1902 the plaintifix issued a 
writ against all the five defendants in respect of a default made by Gaze & 
Bonus in providing money for an earlier vill than the bill mentioned in the 





sued on. ‘The third point was whether Burnand had in fact authority 
bind, and did bind, his principals by the contract which he purported to 
make on their behalf. ‘he plaintiffs contended that Burnand was in fact 
the igeneral agent of the other four defendants to make contracts of the 
kind sued on, and that having purported to make such a contract on their 
behalf the defendants were bound. On the other hand the defendants said 
that the only authority which Burnand had was to make contracts for theit 
benefit, and on their behalf, and that, this contract not having been made 
for their benefit or on their behalf, but for Burnand's benefit only, they 
were not bound. In theabsence of any holding oukhe knew of no mean 
of deciding upon those contentions, except by a reference to the documents 
under which alone Barnand’s authority existed. ‘Those documents all 
declared that he was authorized to underwrite policies ‘‘in the name @ 

on behalf of” the principals ; nothingelse. Did such a mandate authori# 
the making of a contract which was to enure only to the benefit of the agent: 
He thought not. The mandate authorized the making of contracts lor ant 
on bebalt of the principals, It did not authorize the making of « ontracls 
for and on behalf of the agent. No doubt there were many cases ™ 
which « general agent to make contracts of a certain kind had been held to 
bind his principal by a contract of that kind, though made for his owe 
purpos, But all such caves proceeded upon the doctrine ol estoppel by 
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the principal was liable, the question was 
had done was within ‘‘ the scope ’’ of his employment. 
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—— 
holding out. They were cases in which the other contracting party had 
heen induced to enter into the contract by a representation made to him by 
the principal that the agent’s acts were authorized. He could find no case 
where the extent of the authority of a general agent not held out as such 
had been measured by anything outside or beyond the actual terms in 
which the agency was created. Sometimes in order to ascertain whether 

asked whether what the agent 
It was in his 
inion a loose and unsatisfactory test of the liabilty ; but, applying it in 
he was satisfied that what Burnand did was not within the 


Nor was the case ane of negligent or of tortious conduct in 


fall on the defendants. The making of the contract sued on was a wilful 
act not done in carrying out the agency at all, but done wholly outside 
it. Again it was sometimes said that that where oneor two innocent 

ies must suffer from fraud of a third person, he who has enabled the 
third party to commit the wrong ought to bear the loss. He did not 
think this test was applicable to the present case, where the only question 
was one of authority. In his opinion the plaintiffs were not entitled to rely 
onany authority except such as was to be found in the documents ; that the 
authority to be there found was limited to the making of policies ‘‘ for”’ the 
defendants ; that the policy sued on was not made *‘ for’’ the defendants, 
and that therefore they are not bound by it. It was the plaintiffs whom 
Burnand cheated and not the defendants, and that the loss must lie 
where it had fallen. The law was accurately stated in Story’s Law of 
Agency, section 133, at p. 149 of the ninth edition. [The learned 
judge then discussed several cases which were cited in the argument. ] 
He felt bound to hold that the four defendants were not responsible on 
the policy sued on. That the defendant Burnand was liable he had no 
doubt. It was said that the directors of Gaze & Sons had borrowed 
beyond the company’s borrowing powers, and that, therefore, the company 
were not legally compellable to pay the debt to the plaintiffs ; and it was 
argued that, Gaze & Sons not being legally compellable to pay, Burnand 
could not be liable. He did not know whetlier it was true that the 
borrowing powers had been exceeded. But even if it was true, he did 
not think it mattered. For a good consideration Burnand promised to 
pay if for any reason Gaze & Sons did not do so, Gaze & Sons did not 
pay. Therefore Burnand must do so. Judgment against Burnand for 
£250 and interest, with costs ; and judgment for the other four defendants 
with costs, the plaintiffs to have costs against all the defendants of the 
issue as to whether the guarantee was Lloyd’s business. Each defendant 
other than Burnand to have his costs. All other actions on Gaze policies 
to stand over, but not actions brought upon marine risks.—CovunstL, 
Amuith, K.C., Scrutton, K.C., and Mackinnon; E. M. Tollock ; Montagu 
Iwh, K.C., and Lochnis; Bray, K.C., and Ashton; Rufus Isaacs, K.C., 
Hamilton, K.C., and Read; Maurice Hill. Souscrrons, Parker, Garrett, 
Holman, § Howden; Swann, Bradley, & Co.; Merriman, Pike, § Merriman ; 
Ward, Bowie, § Co. ; R. A. Read ; Church, Rendell, § Co., for J. B. Clarke § 
@., Birmingham, 

{Reported by W. T. Turron, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


WALKER v. WALKER. Div. Court. Ist July. 


lwensrsc Acts—Orrences—Licence to Sect Beer ny Reram 10 Ke 
ConsumED Orv Premises—SaALe ar Piace Nor Avruonizep py Licence— 
Licenstnc Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vicr. c. 94), 3. 3. 


Case stated by justices of the East Riding of the County of York sitting 
at Kingston-upon-Hull, On the 5th of January, 1903, an information was 
preferred by the respondent, J. J. Walker, superintendent of police, under 
3) & 36 Vict. c. 04, against the appellant, Henry Walker, for that he, the 
appellant, on the 24th of December, 1902, then being duly licensed to retail 
beer at his premises in Park-road, Hull, for consumption off the premises, 
unlawfully did sell by retail six half-pint bottles of beer and six half-pint 
bottles of stout at the house of one Mrs, E. Goulding, at Kirk Ella, a 
Village a few miles distant, where he was not authorized by his licence to 
sell the same. Upon the hearing of the information the justices convicted 
the appellant of the said offence, and fined him £5. The following facts were 
proved at the hearing of the information: ‘The appellant, a grocer, held a 
retail licence for the sale of beer, wines, and spirits at his aforesaid 
premises. On the 17th of December, 1902, the appellant’s traveller went 
to Kirk Ella and there called on Mrs. Goulding, who gave him an order 
for six half-pint bottles of beer and six half-pint bottles of stout. He 
made an entry of the order in his book, and handed the same that evening 
to the appellant at the latter’s licensed premises. On the 23rd of 
December the appellant wrote out from the order-book a delivery list of 
the goods which his traveller was to deliver the following day, which list 
Contained the beer and stout ordered by Mrs. Goulding. These goods, 
amoug others, were got ready by the appellant and loaded for 
delivery. The bottles of beer and stout were selected by the appel- 
lant at his premives and placed in a box with the name of 
Mrs, Goulding on it, and were delivered at her house by the 
appellants’ traveller, and they were paid for on delivery, The appellant 
stated at the hearing that if any af the bottles had been broken in transit 
aud before delivery to Mrs. Goulding he would have borne the loss, as 
otherwise he would have lost a customer, For the respondent it was con- 
tended (1) that the sale of the beer and stout took place at the house of 
Mrs, Goulding ; (2) that the property in the goods did not pass, and that 
thers Was no appropriation thereof to Mrs, Goulding until delivery to her ; 
(8) that what was done on the premises of the appellant did not constitute 
in law an appropriation of the yoods to Mrs, Goulding, On behalf of the 


90) was cited. The justices were of opinion that there was no appropria- 
tion of the goods on the appellant’s premises, that, therefore, the sale took 
place at Kirk Ella, and that the ap t was therefore guilty of an 
offence under the aforesaid Act in unlawfully selling the bottles of beer 
and stout at the house of Mrs. Goulding, where he was not then authorized 
to sell the same. The question for the court was whether upon the above 
facts the justices came to a correct determination in point of law. 


Tue Covrr (Lord Atverstone, C.J., and Wiis and Cuannext, JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Atversrong, C.J., in giving judgment, said that it was necessary 
for the prosecution to shew that there had been a sale off the premises. 
The facts did not shew this. They shewed a transaction where the 
contract, if any, was made on the licensed premises, though that was not 
sufficient of itself to pass the property in the goods. He, the learned 
judge, thought, however, the sale in the sense intended by the Licensing 
Act — place on the licensed premises. Therefore the conviction could 
not stand. 


Wits and Cuannett, JJ., concurred. Appeal 
Montague Lush, K.C., and Shortt; Avory, K.C., and Biron. 
Rollit § Sons ; Pocket, Sturt, & Nash, for J. R. Procter, Beverley. 
{Reported by E. G. Srituwext, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


allowed.—CovnseL, 


Soxicrrors, 


OWNER v. HOOPER. Div. Court. 7th July. 

Masrer anp Servanr—Wacres—Payment Orserwise Tuan 1x Cors— 
Truck Act, 1831 (1 & 2 Wit. 4, c. 37), s. 3. 

This was a case stated by justices for the county of Gloucester. On the 


27th of March, 1903, the appellant, an inspector of factories, supported 
before the justices a summons, issued w his information, against the 
respondent, a walking-stick and umbrella manufacturer, charging him 
with unlawfully making a payment declared illegal by section 3 of the 
Truck Act, 1831, by failing to pay to one George Gardiner in current coin 
of the realm the entire amount of wages earned by him. The facts proved 
were as follows: For several years since the passing of the Workmen's 
Compensation Act, 1897, the respondent had been in the habit of paying 
his workpeople fortnightly in full; but at the time of the payment a slip 
of paper was handed to each workman, on which was written a sum of 
money equal to 2d. in the pound on the amount of wages paid. The 
workmen thereupon handed the sum noted in the slip to the respondent's 
cashier. It was proved that the workpeople understood that this payment 
was to provide for insurance premiums paid by the respondent to cover his 
own liability under the Workmen’s Com tion Act. In the case of 
George Gardiner £2 5s. was paid and 44d. returned. The magistrates 
held that, although the case might fall within section 3 of the Track Act, 
1896 (as to which they were not called upon to express an opinion), the 
transaction did not constitute a payment of a part of the wages due other- 
wi:e than in coin of the realm under section 3 of the Truck Act, 1831. 
Accordingly they dismissed the summons. On behalf of the appellant the 
case of Gould v. Hayes (59 L. J. M. C. 9, 38 W. R. Dig. 128) was cited. 
The respondent was not represented. 

Tue Court (Lord Atverstong, C.J., and Wiis and Cuannewt, JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

Lord A.verstone, C.J., in giving judgment, said that what the 
respondent had done could not be said to be a violation of section 3 of the 
Truck Act by making any payment of wages otherwise than in cash. 

Writs and Cranneus, JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Sovnss, 
Sutton, Soxicrror, Solicitor to the Treasury. 

| Reported by E. G. Stittweut, Esj., Barrister-at-Law.| 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re MILES. Swinfen Eady, J. 17th and 18th June. 


Souicrron—Costs or Trustees —Costs or Bensrreranres—Costs rx Anticr- 
rarion—Souicrrors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vict. ce. 73), s. 39. 

This was a summons to review taxation. On the death on the 22nd of 
June, 1902, of Graham Pownall, a moiety of certain trust funds became 
divisible among three beneficiaries. ‘Two of the beneficiaries wished to 
have their portions in. specie ; the third beneficiary was desirous of paying 
off a mortgage on his share. A solicitor was instructed by the trustees te 
wind up the trust estate and apportion the shares. Having done this, the 
solicitor sent in a bill to the trustees for £86 16s. dd. Thereupon two of 
the beneficiaries obtained an order to tax under the Solicitors Act, 1813 (6 
& 7 Vict. c. 73), s, 39, and eventually the sum of £48 13s, Sd. was dis- 
allowed. Among the items disallowed were the costs in connection with 
the mortgage of the third share, and the costs of the transfers to the other 
beneficiaries, and also certain costs charged in anticipation, so as to avoid 
the delivery of a second or supplementary bill, The master held that the 
beneficiaries ought to pay the costs as to the mortgage and transfers, as 
these matters did not concern the trustees. In the case of the costs 
charged in anticipation, he held that, though such costs were subsequently 
incurred, he had no power to allow them, 

Swinren Eapy, J., said that the trustees must be allowed their 
reasonable and proper costs of dividing the estate irrespective of the 
ultimate incidence of those costs, Under section 89 af the Solicitors Act, 
ISB, the taxation must be treated as between the trustees and the soliciter, 





“appellant the case of Jetls v, Boaltic (1806, 1 Q. BSL, dt W. RR, Dig. 





so that this question of the incidence of the costs of the Deneficiaries did 
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not properly arise. Where there was a final division the solicitor might 
rightly charge by way of anticipation costs which would be incurred when 
the final division took place, though he could not make charges in 
anticipation where there was an interim division only. The bill must be 
referred back to the taxing-master to review on this footing.—CounsEL, 
A. J. Chitty ; Ashton Cross. Soxicrrors, J. W. 7. Miles ; W. A. S. Hellyer 
— (Reported by J. H. Davies, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


Re A SOLICITOR. Div. Court. 3rd July. 


Contempt oF Court—PayMeEnt or CoMPENSATION— WITHDRAWAL or RULE— 
Atiecep Ontarstnc Money By Process or Court. 


This was a rule calling upon a solicitor to shew cause why a writ of 
attachment should not issue against him for his contempt of court in 
using the process thereof for the purpose of extorting money. It appeared 
from the affidavits filed for the solicitor that when a prisoner was under 
remand for forgery, certain paragraphs appeared in various papers, includ- 
ing the Star, which were, in the solicitor’s opinion, calculated to prejudice 
the Jair triaiof the prisoner. A rule nisi was obtained against the Sar and 
also against a country paper. The latter offered fifty guineas com- 
pensation, and that amount was accepted, the rule being withdrawn by 
consent aud the terms filed in the Crown Office. ‘Ihe solicitor wrote to 
the Star asking them to explain their conduct, and the solicitors to the Star 
then obtained this rule. On behalf of the solicitor, who shewed cause 
against the rule, it was contended that it was only right to give the Star 
an opportunity of explanation, Only one paper had paid money, and that 
paper had vuluntarily offered compensation. The statements made by the 
Star were very serious libels and gave ground to an action for damages. 
There was a practice in the Crown Office that a matter might be settled 
when the rule was obtained, and in consequence there was no reason why 
it should not be thought that a settlement could be arrived at before the 
rule was obtained. 
spondence shewed that the solicitor contended that the matter should be 
settled by a pecuniary payment. 
cess should not be used for obtaining money, and the solicitor had violated 
that rule. 


Tue Covet (Lord Atvensrong, C.J., and Wiis and CuanneLt, JJ.) 
discharged the rule. 


Lord Atverstonr, C.J.—This raises an important point. I think it 
ought to be clearly understood that applications for contempt of court are 
not to be regarded in the nature of actions for damages. They are analo- 

to, and in the nature of, criminal informations, which are incapable 

of settlement. However, rules have been obtained, and have been allowed 
to be withdrawn without sanction. The discontinuance of such a practice 
will prevent proceedings being imstituted in the interests of justice. I do 
not think, though, that we can shut our eyes to the fact that the rule is 
moved for the person against whom a rule has been obtained. But there 
ie nothing to prevent him coming to the court, saying he wanted to see 
that no wrong was done. I think, on the whole, that the inference drawn 
by the respondents from the correspondence, that a money payment should 
be made, is the correct one, anf, indeed, I do not think the solicitor him- 
self disclaims such an intéentiofi;"as he himself said he regarded such pro- 
as matters for settlement. [ should have taken a serious view of 

this matter but for the fact that there has grown up an idea that such 
proceedings can be settled ; but having regard to the fact that the solicitor 
was auxious to protect the prisoner and to obtain money for him, I do not 
think there is any reason for inflicting any punishment on him. The rule 


will be discharged, but without costs.—Cocnsut, Lush, K.C., and Rando'ph ; 
Danckuwerts, K.C., C. #. Matthews, q; Synmons, and Wiilter Frampton. 
Soxictrons, A. Newton & Co. ; Lewis & Lewis. 


[Reported by Atax Hoos, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
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Name of Candidate. 


Address. 


For the Ste it was contended that the whole corre- | 


The rule of the court was that its pro- | 


Law Societies. 
The Law Society. 


The annual general meeting of the members of the society will be held g 
the Society’s Hall, on Friday, the 24th of July, 1903, at 2 pm. T} 
following, are the provisions of bye-law 15 us to the business to 5 
transacted at an annual general meeting—namely, ‘‘ The business of an 
annual general meeting shall be the election of president, vice-pregj 
and members of Council, as directed by the charter, and also the electig, 
of auditors; the reception of the accounts submitted by the auditors jy 
approval, the reception of the annual report of the Council, and th 
disposal of business introduced by the Council, and of any other matt, 
which may consistently with the charter and bye-laws be introduced 
such meeting.”’ 

On the other side will be found the names of the candidates nominate 
to fill the eleven vacances in the Council, and in the offices of presivent, 
vice-president, and auditors, with the names and addresses of thei 
nominators. ‘Che following are the names of the members of the Coungl 
who go out of office by rotation, all of whom, with the exception of \y 
Howle:t, have been nominated for re-election—viz.: Mr. J. W. Howie 
Mr. C. B. Margetts, Mr. J. E. Gray Hill, Mr. W. F. Fladgate, Mr. Ek 
Blyth, Mr. W. D. Freshfield, Mr. 8. H. King, Mr. G. E. Frere, Sir By, 
Fowler, Mr. R. Eliett. 

PResENTATION OF Prizes and Centiricates.—The Council propose th 
following amendments to bye-laws : 

I. Line 1, add ‘‘it not inconsistent with the context.’’ Omit lines? 
| 6 and substitute the following; ‘‘‘ The society’ means the suciety incg. 
| porated by royal charter dated the 26th day of February, 1845, ani 

regulated by it and by supplemental charters dated respectively the 2th 
| day of November, 1872, and the 4th day of June, 1903.” Line 9, omit 
| ‘* charter’ and insert. ‘‘ charters.’’ 
| 39. Omit the words ‘‘ to be elected under the supplemental charter of th 
| society as hereinafter mentioned.” 





| 47. Omit bye-law 47, and insert, ‘‘ extraordinary members of the Coun¢ 
shall be elected in manner provided by the regulations. Bye-laws 40,4 
44, 45 and 46 shall not apply to extraordinary members of the Council,” 

61. Line 3, omit ‘‘hereinbefore.”’ Line 4, after ‘‘ contained ”’ insert “i 
bye-laws 45 and 46.” 

72. Omit. 

Notice has been given of the following resolutions to be moved at tk 
meeting, viz. : 

Mr. Uhas. Ford will move: (1) ‘‘ That in the opinion of this. meeting 
the presentation of prizes to successful students, if made at all at gene 
m-eiings of this society, should be so made at the end of such meetings, 
and not at the commencement of the meetings, as hitherto.’’ (2) “That 
with a view to the better enabling the general body of members of the 
society to consider what modifications in the arrangements of the refresh- 
ment department may be desirable, so as to render its uses more available 
to members, the Council is instructed to issue to each member an account 
of the receipts and payments since the end of last year and up to dae 
relating to the retreshment department.’’ (3) ‘‘That in opinion of this 
meeting the course taken by the president at the last meeting of the society 
in expatiating on notices of motion on the paper before they were actually 
moved is both unusual and uufair, and such an innovation ought not to bk 
continued.” 

The following question will be asked by Mr. E. R. 8. Skeels: 

‘“1s it true that the Council has desided to remove from the lobby the 
lockers provided for the convenience of members willing to pay a rental 
for theic use, and, if so, for what reason, in view of the extension of th 
society’s premises, it is thought necessary to deprive the society as a whole 
of a source of income, aud members in particular of a special convenience?” 

E. W. Wriiiiamson, Secretary. 












ts oF THE CouNciL To bE ELEcTED AT THE ANNUAL GENERAL Meetine 


or Jury, 1903. 


Address. 


Names of Nominators. 





Edmund Kell Blyth ... 112, Gresham House, Old Broad- 


street, London 


Robert Willett ... tee Cirencester 


eee 


Wm. Franci« Fladgate Craig’s-court, Charing Cross, 
Strand 
Wm. EAward F ovter... ooo Aldershot... ooo 


Sir Henry Hartley Fowler Wolverhampton 


George VAgar rere ... oe eee 
William Dawes Freshficld ., om 


28, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C, 
New WBank-buildings, 41, Old 


Jewry, London, E.C, 





| 17, Throgmorton-avenue, E.C. 

St. Benet’s-chambers, Fenchurch 
street, E.C. 

Station-road, Gloucester. 


{ Frank Crisp... ove eve se 
| Francis Ince oe oils eee 


(President of the Gloucestershire 
and Wiltshire Incorporated Law 
Society) 

Edward F, Turner... 
) Philip Herbert _... 
(J. Balfour Allan ... ove ove 
Sir A. K. Rollit, M.P., President 
J, KE. Gray Hill, Vice-Pesident .., 
F. Marshall . eae ee 6s 


Chas. Scott ... 


101, Leadenhall -street, London, B.C, 
1, Gray’s-inn-square, W.C. 

1, Old Serjeants’-inn, W.C. 

3, Mincing-lane. 

10, Water-street, Liverpool. 

8, Albion-place, Leeds. 


.C, 1. Morton ode ove 18, Couok-street, Liverpool. 
| 5 George K. Thorne..., Poe ... | Wolverhampton. 
{ Thomas G. Greensill eve +e» | Wolverhampton. 
Wim. R. Lowe ih obo .» | 2, Temple-gardens, E."'. 
{ Walter I. Cunliffe ‘ie ee | 48, Chancery-lane, W.U. 
14 Wm. Godden ed ce ow | 34, Old Jewry, KC. 


| Fred. P. Morrell ... an «+ | Oxford. 

















Stephen 


Chas. B 


Richard 


John E 


Thoma 


+ 1905, 


~~ 
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Name of Candidate. Address. 


Names of Nominators. Address. 





ee —_ 


Frank Brinsley Harper 15, Old Jewry-chambers, E.C. 


John Edward Gray Hill 10, Water-street, Liverpool 


Stephen Henham King Maidstone 


Chas. Berkeley Margetts Huntingdon ... 


Richard Stephens Taylor 4, Field-court, Gray’s-inn, W.C. 








Sir John Watney ... “a ... | Mercers’ Hall, E.C. 

: .-. | 9, Old Jewry-chambers, E.C. 
.«.- | 13, Old Jewry-chambers, E.C. 
.-- | 10, Old Jewry-chambers, E.C. 


R. J. Witty 
41, Castle-street, Liverpool. 


Septimus Castle ... woe ‘on 
( (President of the Incorporated 
Law Society of Liverpool) 
\ Edward F. Turner... oes eve 
John Batchelor... eee es. 
(President of the Kent Law 
Society) 7 
(Vice-President of the Kent 
Law Society) . 
Philip Herbert . - ... | 1, @tey’s-inn-square, W.C. 
\5. Balfour Allan... Aae ... | 1, Old Serjeants’-inn, W.C. 
i . E. Gray Hill, Vice-President ... | 10, Water-street, Li l. 


101, Leadenhall-street, London, E.C. 
Lansdown-place, Blackheath. 


Philip Witham... . i. Gray’s-inn-square, A, 
8, Albion-place, Leeds. 
18, Cook-street, Liverpool. 


Thos. Marshall 
C. H. Morton ote 





List or Quattrrep Mempers Provosep As Prestpent AND Vick-PRestpgENt. 


John Edward Gray Hill, as President | 10, Water-street, Liverpool 


Thomas Rawle, as Vice-President ... | 1, Bedford-row, W.C. 


List or Qvatirrep Persons Propose a8 AUDITORS OF THE Socrery. 


Jobn Stephens Chappelow, F.C.A. .. | 10, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 


ove | 1, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 
ne | 21, College-hill, E.C. 


William Herman Du Buisson 


Harmer Steele... 


, A. Herbelet... as 
) Leonard J. Tatham 
tie Herbelet ... ue 


5, Chancery-lane, W.C. 
17, Bedford-row, W.C. 
5, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


Leonard J. Tatham 17, Bedford-row, W.C. 


W. W. Tweedie 
Edmund Church 


5, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 
11, Bedford-row, W.C. 


9, New-square, Lincoln's-inn, W.C. 
1, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 
21, College-hill, E.C. 

College-hill, E.C 


Arthur M. Walter... 

J. A. Collins 

Ernest J. Wilde on 
{ Edward J. Bridgman . 4, 








The following are extracts from the annual report of the Council for the 
present year : 

Sir John Hollams.—His Majesty has been graciously pleased to confer 
the honour of Knighthood on Mr. John Hollams, the senior member of the 
Council. In offering their hearty congratulations to Sir John Hollams, 
the Council are confident that they have given expression to the sentiments 
of every member of the society. 

Meetings of the Council and of Committees.—During the year ending the 
3lst of May, 1903, the Council have held thirty-six meetings, and the 
following committees have held the number of meetings specified—viz. :— 
No. of 


South African Dinner 
Finance Committee 
Colonial Solicitors bis 
Refreshment Committee ... 
Charter sc Te ae 
County Courts... oes 
Prevention of Corrupt‘ 
Bill sak ane ‘aa 
Various subjects ... i> ae 


Professional Purposes ‘ 
Examination Committee... 
land Transfer... ios 
Insurance of Buildings ... 
Beale re an 

Legal Procedure ... 

Legal Education ... 

New Buildings 

Law List and Library 


wre ew sea 


Cr “1th “1c 





Membership of the Society. —The society now has 7,822 members, of whom 
8,707 practise in town and 4,115 in the country. The number of new 
members who have joined the society during the past is 275, as com- 
pared with 389 in the previous year. After allowing for deaths, resigna- 
tions, &c., the number of members shews an increase for the year of three. 
The Council have arranged with the publishers of the Law List to give 
greater prominence to the star indicating the names of members of the 
society, and the alteration appears in the Law List for this year, They 
have also arranged with Messrs. Waterlow & Sons and Messrs. Waterlow 
Brothers & Layton to indicate in their diaries by a distinctive mark the 
names of the members of the society. The indication will appear in the 
diaries for the year 1904, 

The Society's Buildings. —The building operations have made progress 
since the date of the last annual report, and it is hoped that they will be com- 
pleted early next year. The general scheme of arrangement is such that 
when the new buildings are completed the rooms reserved for the exclusive 
use of members will be approached from the Chancery-lane entra nce only. 
These will include the present reading hall and library and the new common- 
foom, luncheon-room, and smoking-room, as well as conference-rooms, 
lavatories, and dressing-rooms. ‘The offices will be moved to the west or 
Bell-yard side of the building, and the entrance to them as well as to the new 
arbitration rooms, the students’ library, and other parts of the building to 
which personsother than members will be allowed access, will be in Bell- 
yard. It is hoped that these arrangements will add greatly to the 
convenience of members. 

Luneheon-rooms.—The first year’s working of the new arrangement for 
the conduct of the luncheon-rooms has been satisfactory, and leaves a 
balance of £288 3s, 1d. to the credit of the society, Some inconvenience 
has been cuuved by the building operations, and in particular the strangers’ 


room has been closed. The removal of the kitchen from the basement to 
the summit of the building, which is a distinct im t, was effected 
without closing the luncheon-rooms, and, that difficulty having been 
overcome, the building operations can now proceed without interruption. 

Library.—Seven hundred volumes have been added to the library during 
the past year by donation and purchase, including a set of the Indian Law 
Reports. ‘The total number of volumes now in the library is about 38,700. 
The number of students who have subscribed to the hbrary since May, 
1902, is ninety-seven. 

Rule Committee of the Supreme Court.—, Council have been in com- 
munication with the Chancellor with, reference to the representation 
of the society on the Rule Committee. present the society is represented 
by the president for the time beng, ae he hardly has an opportunity 
during his year of office of making himself familiar with the business of 
the committee, nor is he necessarily familiar with the 
courts. ‘The Council desire to be able to nominate a member of the Rule 
Committee as they do of the committee appointed under section 22 of the 
Land Transfer Act, 1897, and the Lord Chancellor oF eney to 
consider the subject when next an amendment of the Ju ure Acts 
becomes necessary. 

Legal Education.—The committee appointed by the Council to consider 
the subject of legal education, reference to which is contained in the 
annual report for the year 1902, suggested certain modifications of the 
present system, and they have been adopted by the Council Sees 
the committee which appears in the appendix. Possibly the i nt 
of aschool of law with the aid of the New-inn and Cli *s-inn funds 
may involve further ey —_ ae in — sae pe Bg 

ro) to appoint a pri » who ve superin 
ete. fa poms rye the legal education work of the society, subject 
to the general or special instructions of the Council and Legal 
wise, and be 
days and at specified hours, in order to confer with and advise 
students as to their courses of » What lectures and 
classes they should attend, the selection of books, and generally. 
The Council also pro to t readers to act under the general 
direction of the oiedioal, to give instruction and take classes, and to 
deliver sessional and occasional on snbjects. The Couneil 
also propose to make ts for a system of teaching and examina- 
tion by correspondence, and also of ad as to courses of ing, 
books, &c., to be conducted by or under the direction of the by 
The scheme adopted by the Council recognizes that it may be desirable 
that arrangements should be made to afford to stucents the advantage of 
the legal and general instruction given in the University of London 
and its colleges, and by the Council of Legal Education; also 
at the London School of Economics, the London Chamber of 
Commerce, the Bankers’ Institute, &c., for allied and auxiliary 
subjects, The intention of the ( is that the coures of 
study should be so framed as: (#) To ensure the 





teaching of articled 
clerks, throughout their articles, in the principles and practice of the law ; 
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(4) to qualify them to pass the examinations of the society. The system 
and subjects of examination should be from time to time carefully revised 
in order to adapt them to new conditions. The Council consider it desirable 
that the courses of study should also be so arranged as to enable articled 
clerks and solicitors, and also law students generally, to graduate in law 
at a university ; and to provide and offer to solicitors, articled clerks, and 
others opportunities for the study of law, not only as a practical art, but 
also as a scince, including English law in all its branches, jurisprudence, 
legal history, and other departments of legal studies ; also international 
or public law, Colonial, Indian, and Foreign systems of law, comparative 
law and legislation, conflict of laws, &c. The Conncil do not anticipate 
that the comparatively small surplus of the society’s income available for 
educational purposes will suffice to carry out the above scheme in its 
entirety. They consider that a much greater obligation than is generally 
recognized rests on solicitors who take articled clerks to provide for their 
education, and the Council will at the proper time invite their active interest 
and co-operation. Grants, amotinting in the aggregate to the sum of 
£1,100, have been made to the Law Societies of Birmingham, Leeds, 
Liverpool, and Manchester, and to the Yorkshire Board of Legal Studies, 
in aid of their various schemes of instruction for articled clerks. 

New-inn.—The p ings commenced at the relation of the society 
with the object of deciding the position of New-inn as an Inn of Chancery, 
which were pending at the date of the last annual report, resulted in an 
order dated the 22nd of July, 1902, which directed that a sum of 
£55,000, part of the proceeds of the sale of New-inn then in court, 
should be carried over to a separate account, ‘‘ Proceeds of Sale of New- 
inn subject to Charitable Scheme,’’ and that a proper scheme for the 
application of such sum be settled by the judge. ‘The society are to have 
notice of and are to be at liberty to attend the proceedings on settlement 
of the scheme. New-inn being an Inn of Chancery confined to solicitors 
exclusively, the Council urged upon the Attorney-General the propriety 
of the fund being applied exclusively for the benefit of that branch of the 
profession in accordance with a scheme that would have due regard to 
the educational interests of both town and country. The Attorney- 
General, however, favoured the establishment in London of a School of 
Law, and a scheme having that object is now being considered. 

Clifford s-inn.—With the sanction of the Attorney-General, the land and 
buildings of this inn were sold on the 14th of May, 1903, and realized 
the sum of £100,000. It is understood that after providing for certain 
interests for which compensation is properly payable, the balance of the 
fund will go towards the School of Law scheme referred to in connection 
with New-inn. 

Land Transfer Acts.—The demand for an inquiry into the working of the 
Land Transfer Acts has greatly increased during the past year, and is now 
supported by the Corporation of the City of London, nineteen out of 
twenty-eight Metropolitan Boroughs, the English Country Bankers’ 
Association, the Central Association of Bankers, the Building Societies’ 
Association, and other important bodies who have had practical experience 
of the working of the Acts. The case for an inquiry is stated in a memo- 
randum prepared on the instsuctions of the Council, which will be found 
in the appendix. The subject came up for discussion in the House of 
Commons on the Land Registry vote on the 21st of May last, on the initia- 
tion of Sir Albert Rollit, the president of the society. Sir Henry Fowler also 
took an active part in the debate. The statements made by the Attorney- 
General indicated that an inquiry might be granted at some future time, 
but, against the advice of those members who were entitled to speak on 
behalf of the society, a division was demanded, and there was a large 
majority for the Government. It is important that attention should be 
drawn to the decision of the Court of Appeal in the case of the Catal and 
Counties Bank: ¥. Rhodes (1903, 1 Ch. 631). It decides that land when once 
on the register can be dealt with and disposed of freely without any 
necessity for putting any of the dealings on the register. Compulsion, 
with few exceptions, only applies to first registrations. The Council have 
appointed Mr. W. M. Walters a member of the Rule Committee under the 
Land Tranefer Act in place of Mr. Manisty, retired. 





Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, on the 8th inst., Mr. 
F. P. Morrell, M.A. (Oxford), in the chair, the other directors present 
being Sir George Lewis, Bart., and Messrs. H. Morten Cotten, Grantham 
R. Dodd, Walter Dowson, W. H. Gray, H. E. Gribble, Samuel Harris 
(Leicester), W. Arthur Sharpe, RK. 8. Taylor, and J. T’. Scott (secretary). 
A sum of £770 was distributed in grants of relief, forty-three new members 
were admitted to the association, and other general business transacted. 





Law Association. 


A meeting of the directors was held at the hall of the law society on 
Thursday, the 2nd inet., Mr. 8. J. Daw in the chair. The other directors 
were Mr. Birdwood, Mr. Foss, Mr. Nisbet, Mr. Peacock, and Mr. 
‘allamce. A sum of £10 was voted for the relief of several applicants, 
widows or daughters of London wlicitors, and other business transacted, 


Mr. Douthwaite has resigned the post of Librarian to the Honourable 
Society of Gray’s-inn, which he has held for over thirty-five years, 
Yaeryone who had had experience of his efficient services and courtesy will 


1903 : 

First Crass, 
Acomb, George Cecil 
Allward, Frank Leonard 
Bannister, William Wilson 
Bone, John 
Briggs, Edwin Ashworth 
Browne, Daniel Edward Stephens 
Burdett, Thomas George Deane 
Caporn, Francis Meredith 
Clough, Jonathan Rhodes 
Cooke, Charles Taylor 
Copestake, Horace Clive 
Davies, Walter Cradoc 
Durnford, Guy 
Evans, Evan William 
Glanfield, Percy 
Grierson, Arthur Mansell 
Hall, John (Ashton-under-Lyne) 
Jones, James 
Jones, Rees Arthur 
Manning, William Norman 
Marsden, Thomas 
Nalder, Gerald Frederick 
Penrice, Glaister Henry 
Redhead, Fritz 
Reynolds, Hugh 
Roberts, Harold 


Scorer, Eric West 
Shawcross, James 
Shephard, William Wood 
Skinner, Horace Wilfrid 
Smith, Geoffrey Henry Pavey 
Stollard, William Sidney 
Templer, William Tristan 
Thomas, Evan Bevan 
Whittaker, Charles James Mackie 
Williams, Arthur Montagu 
Sreconp Crass. 
Ambrose, William Edmund 


Atkins, Frederick John 
Bainbridge, Thomas Benjamin 
Baker, Ernest Edward 
Baker, John Dunstan Sherston 
Ball, Frank Leslie 
Beal, Nowel Watkin 
Brook, Charles Alfred 
Brook, Walter Albert 
Broomhead-Colton- Fox, 
Fleming Hartley, B.A. (Camb.) 
Bury, Hugh 
Carmichael, James Fell Scott 
Carse, Edwin 
Chamberlain, Henry Seymour 
Cherry, Frederick Peter 
Church, Edmund Henry 
Clark, Walter Herbert 
Coates, George Thomas 
Corkhill, Percy Fullerton 
Creswell, Edward Henry 
Crowther, George Henry 
Cruickshank, David John 
michael 
Cummings, Herbert Leopold 
Cuthbertson, Douglas 
Davies, Theophilus Howell 
Daybell, William 
De Boissitre, Henri Armand 
Denby, Robert 


Dixon, Henry Douglas 
Douglas, John Malcolm 
Dunn, Francis Scrivens 
Dye, Alfred Braddock 
Kdwards, Gerald Norman 
Emerson, ‘Thomas William 
Fisher, Francis Templer 
Foster, Rennie James 
Fraser, Bernard Norman, 
(Oxon.) 
Gunn, Sinclair Powell 





regret his resignation and wish him long life and happiness in his retire. 
meu. 


Hambling, Herbert Guy Musgrave 


oo 


Law Students’ Journal. 
The Law Society. 


INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) wey, 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 17th of Jung 


Harries, Archie Wilkin de Winton 

Harvey, Edward Dalton 

Harvey, Reginald Frederick Melville 

Haswell, John 

Hawthorn, Henry Cyril Flint 

Head ey, John Clifford 

Higginson, Robert Cyril Gerard 
Durant 

Howard, William Charles 

Hunot, George Sotheran 

Idiens, Albert William 

Irving, Arnold Cuthbertson 

James, Robert Alexander Frank 

Jarchow, Christopher John Fred. 
erick, B.A. (Camb.) 

Jessup, Thomas Henry 

Johnson, Leslie Walter 

Johnstone, John Wilkie 

Jones, Reginald Thomas Pryce, B.A, 
Camb 


(Camb.) 
Kappel, Charles John Herman 
King, Laurence 
Knight, Henry William Denny 
Knowles, Arthur 
Langton, Henry 
Lavington, Neville Alfred Gwynn 
Law, Thomas Henry Brown 


Rosenstock, Rudolph, M.A. (Oxon.) Laxon, Frank 


Lumsden, Harry Swinburne 
Mackie, Hugh de Fylton 
Malim, Aubrey Cyril 

March, Alexander Smith 
Margetts, Lionel Clarke 
Martin, Christopher Wallwork 
Meredith, Gwynne Henry 
Mills, George Thomas 
Mullen, Christopher John 
Murphy, Francis Philip Sidney 
Murphy, Leonard Vincent 
Newson-Smith, Cecil Clement 


Ambrose, William George Laurence Nicholls, Frank Leonard 


Nicholls, Frederick Henry Edmund 

Noyes, Henry 

O’Brien, Maurice Barry 

Oliver, Edmund Giffard, 
(Camb.) 

Oliver, Eldred 

Olley, Harry Herbert 

Page, Harold Aston 


B.A. 


Bernard Parsons, Frank 


Passmore, Stanley Joseph 
Paynter, Edwin Coleman 
Petrie, Ernest 

Poole, Gilbert Sandford 
Price, Arthur Rees 

Price, Sydney Albert, M.A. (Oxon.) 
Pring, John Sydney 
Rhodes, Reginald Garnet 
Robinson, Hugh Muschamp 
Roper, John Farwell 

Ross, John Alexander 
Round, Jabez Harold 


Car- Rubinstein, Alexander 


Ruddock, Horace Gowing 
Russell, George Harold 
Rutherford, Mark 

Scott, Henry Cooper 
Seddon, Jolin 

Simpson, Stewart Cecil 
Skidmore, John Albert 


Dickinson, William John Wentworth Smart, Harold Nevile 


Smith, Alfred Ernest Stanley 
Smith, William Reginald 
Stevens, Edlund Archibald 
Sutcliffe, John Ewald 

Tait, Anthony McHarg 

Tait, Harold Tweedale 
‘Taynton, Cyril Heury 
Tennant, Ernest Theodore 


B.A, Thompson, Henry Fox 


Thurstield, John Horace 
Underwood, Jolin Willuen 
Vigo, Benjamin William 













Brunne 
Bull, I 
Bulloe! 
Byrne, 
Calkin. 

(Can 
Capne 
Capt, | 
Carnel 
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——— 
t, Cyril 

eee. Tingh Alexander 

Walford, John Berry 

Weeding, John Richard Baggallay 

Whigham, George Archibald 

White, Charles Ashwin 

White, Harman Maul, B.A. (Camb.) 

White, Percy Harold 






order) were 
th of Tune, 







> Winton 







k Melville 






1903 : 

Adams, Appelbe Chisholm 

Alderson, Reginald Liddon 

Allfree, Edward Cecil 

Atkinson, William Milner, 
LL.B. age —— 

Baggallay, Ernest Burre 

Beenley” ‘Alfred Edward Rimell 

Ball, Arthur William 

Ball, Henry 

Barker, Gilbert George Blackadder 

Barton, Basil Kelsey 

Barton, Charles Thomas, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Barton, Wilfred Edwin 

Bates, Edmund Chadwick 

Baty, John Armstrong 

Beaumont, Gerald, B.A. (Oxon.) 

Beck, Thomas Frederick Bintley 

Beecroft, Charles Thomas Cook 

Bell, Wilson, LL.B. (Vict.) 

Benjamin, Henry 

Bennett, William 

Blewitt, Bruce 

Bolton, George 

Bowring, Geoffrey Andrew 

Bradley, Joseph Rowland 

Bramley, Clarence Henry 

Bridgeman, Benjamin Pearson 

Brindley, Frank Pudey 

Brown, Harry Douglas 

Brace, Frederic Donnison, 
LL.B. (Camb.) 

Brunner, Stanley, B.A. (Camb.) 

Bull, Hugh Spencer, B.A. (Lond.) 

Bullock, Lancelot Claude 

Byrne, Edmund James Widdrington 

Calkin, Stanley Joseph Purdy, B.A. 
(Camb.) 

Capner, Cecil Douglas 

Capt, Ernest Emile Henry 

Carnelly, Stephen Henry 

Carter, Thomas Healey Hunton 

Cartwright, Edward 

Cash, Albert James 

Cautherley, Charles Stewart 

Champness, William Henry 

Channer, Osborn Robert Moseley 

Clayton, Geoffrey Shaw, B.A. (Oxon.) 

Clementson, George Douglas 

Clifton, Charles Frederic 

Cohn, Edgar Benjamin 

Cox, Edward Albert Bailey 

Cragoe, Thomas Stanley 

Cresswell, Henry Gilfrid 
B.A. (Oxon.) 

Crossman, Charles Matthew 

Ourtis, William Frederick 

Darlington, Henry Clayton 

Davies, Frederick Farley 

Davies, Robert 

Davis, William 

Daw, Reginald Samuel 

De Montmorency, Frederick Ray- 
mond, LL.B. (Vict.) 

Dickson, Frederic Livingstone 

Dickson, Gerald Hector 





‘int 






i Gerard 






B.A., 






‘rank 
in Fred. 








yce, B.A, 






lan 





any 







‘wynn 











rk 






B.A,, 







nt 





dmund 






B.A. 












Oxon.) 







Baker, 














Digby, Essex Loftus 
Downing, Ivor Vincent, B.A. 
(Oxon,) 

Herbert, B.A, 





» Roland 
b 





Duckworth, Henr 
Durrant, Francis Wittiam Henry 
Yne, Henry Richard Lubbock, 
B.A, (Camb.) 
Edwards, Arthur 
Ewing, ty ead 
ner, Henr arr 
Feetham, Arthur, B.A. (Oxon.) 












Fryat EXaMINatIon, 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
mecessful at the Final Examination, 


Whitehead, James Loy 
Wilkinson, James 
Williams, David Harold 
Williams, Grahame Moore 
Williams, Lewis 

Windle, Arthur John 
Worsley, William 
Wright, Gordon Kenneth 


held on the 15th and 16th of June, 


Fettes, John 

Finch, Harry 

Fletcher, Philip Deighton 

Forshaw, Thomas Herbert 

Foster, Alfred William, B.A. (Camb.) 

Fox, Thomas Vernon, B.A. (Oxon.) 

Williams, Herbert Francis 

Fulton, Leonard Jessopp, B.A., 
B.C.L. (Oxon.) 

Furley, Frank Mainwaring, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Gamon, Humphrey Percival 

Gibbs, Percy Rawie 

Gill, Blacket, B.A. (Camb.) 

Gisby, Hugh Marshall 

Glenny, George Crosfield, B.A., 
LL.B. (Camb.) 

Godsell, James Stanley Pool 

Gordon, Malcolm Bruce 

Gosnell, Robert Clifford 

Gover, William Cyril 

Gower, Robert Vaughan 

Grant, Arthur Woodford 

Green, Charles Arthur Maddison, 
B.A. (Camb.) 

Geundy, Charles, B.A. (Oxon.) 

Guillaume, Theodore 

Gullick, Francis William, 
(Oxon.) 

Hague, John 

Handley, Reginald Thomas 

Hanscombe, Hugh James 

Hardwicke, Herbert Junius Allen 

Harle, James Lockey 

Harries, Edward Augustine Hewitt 

Hartley, John Fleming 

Hartley, William Percy 

Heyne, Vivian Davidson, 
(Camb.) 

Hill, Arthur, B.A., LL.B, (Camb.) 

Hill, Charles Bexfield 

Hindle, George Edward 

Hodgson, Joseph 

Holt, Thomas 

Hopkin, Elisha Sam Buxton 

Hough, James 

Howlett, Frank Robert 

Hubbard, Arthur Fortescue 

Hudson, Charles Bamford, B.A., 
LL.B. (Camb.) 

Hughes, John Williams 

Hughes, Martin Cope Heathcote, 
B.A., LL.D. (Dublin) 

Jackson, Alan Oliver 

Jackson, Joseph Cooksey, 
(Camb. ) 

Jesson, John Fisher 

Johnson, Charles Henry 

Jones, Clement 

Jones, Herbert Edward 

Jones, Hugh Myddelton 

Jones, William 

Kew, William Rupert 

Knight, Sydney John Henry 

Lambert, Eric ‘Tom, B.A., LL.B. 


B.A. 


B.A. 


B.A. 


(Camb.) 
Langley, a Owen 
Layoock, Harry 


Leggatt, Arthur 

Lemmon, Herbert Gallienne, B.A., 
LL.B, (Camb.) 

Long, Ernest William 

Lowe, Ernest Joseph 

Lucas, George Frederick, 
(Camb.) 

MeCreath, Henry Gourlay Crichton 

Macfadvedn, Norman Howard Stanley 

Mainprice, William Edward Mao- 
kengle 


B.A, 


Marcy, Frederick Nichols Savidge, Harold Gordon 
Marriott, Alfred J —_ Smith, Herbert Gorringe 
Marshall, Sydney Skelton Smith, Theodore Leslie 
Martin, Albert Charles Pinkstone Smith, Thomas 
Masefield, Charles Briscoe Smith, William Eric 
Master, Edward Turnour, B.A. Spanton, Arthur Peche 
(Oxon.) Sparks, Frederick James 
Mayo, Charles William Stallon, Percival Vere 
Meakin, Walter, B.A., LL.B. Stanley, Eric 
(Camb.) Stickney, Joseph Edward Danthorpe 


Mileham, Cyril Arthur 
Milne, Kenneth John 
Mitchell, Horace Charles 8 , Frederick Noble 

Morgan, Arthur Croke, B.A, (Oxon.) Thorne, Harold Underhill Hatton 
Morse, Francis Alfred Vivian, LL.B. Thorold, William John Creeny 


Sutcliffe, Richard Joseph 
Sydenham, Lewis 


(Camb.) Ticehurst, George Farquharson 
Muspratt, Edmund Baines, LL.B. Tooth, Lawrence, LL.B. (Lond.) 
(Camb.) Treasure, Reginald Ernest 
Norris, Edward Wallace Trueman, Alfred Tom 
Paddock, George Arthur, B.A, Turner, pan Saeee Johnston 
i ackson 


* (Oxon.) Twigg, 
Pain, Arthur Richard 
Parker, Hugh Algernon 


Pearce, Charles Worth Walker, Edward 

Penney, Clifford Ernest Walshaw, Saxon 

Penny, Albert Edward Ward, Richard 

Phelan, William Henry Ward, Sidne 

Pole, Norman Hosegood Watson, William Archibald 
Porter, Leonard Weatherall, Francis Herbert 
Prest, William, B.A. (Camb.) Weller, William George 


Wenham, Douglas, B.A. (Camb.) 
Whitehead, John 

Whittome, Arthur Frank 

Wilkins, Alexander 

Wilkinson, Richard de Vere White- 


Priest, Henry 

Pritchard, Horace 

Proud, Ernest Barton 
Pulleyn, George Frederick 
Pybus, John Milburn 


Reeve, William Foster, B.A.(Oxon.) way 
Richardson, Ewart Williams, Frank Silver, LL.B. 
Richardson, Frank Arnold (Camb.) 


Wilson, Charles Joseph Clayton 
Wilson, Hugh William, B.A. (Camb.) 
Wood, Francis William Gent 
Woodhouse, Arthur Harold Fletcher 
Wright, Geoffrey Herbert 

Wright, William Edmund 

Young, James 


Riley, Pennington 

Roach, Horace 

Roberts, Eustace 

Robinson, George Marshall 

Robson, Alfred, B.A. (Camb.) 

Ross, George Alexander, 
(Vict.) 


LL.B. 








Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. C, E. H. Cuapwycx-Heatey, K.C., has been appointed Chancellor 
of the Diocese of Bath and Wells, in suceession to Mr. T. E. Rogers, who 
has resigned on account of old age. 


Information Required. 


Ricuarp Srnona, deceased.—£50 Reward,—Any person who shall give 
such information to the undersigned as will 1} to the recovery of the 
documents of title relating to the following leasehold properties, namely : 
Nos. 50, 52, 54,-and 56, Millais-road, Leyton ; Nos, 57, 59, 61, 63, 65, 
and 67, Carysfort-road, Stoke Newington ; Nos, 64, 66, 68, 70, and 72, 
Calderon-road, Leyton; Nos. 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, and 19, Calderon-read, 
Leyton ; Nos. 4, 5, 6, and 7, Frith-terrace, and Nos. 60 and 130, Frith- 
road, Leyton; Nos, 37, 39, 41, 43, and 45, Goodall-read, Leyton; Nos. 
9, 11, 18, 15, 17, 19, 21, and 23, Goodall-read, Leyton; Nos. 100 to 122 
(even), Nelson-road, Hornsey, shall receive the above reward.—Edell & 
Gordon, 4, King-street, Cheapside, E.C., solicitors to the executors of the 
late Richard Strong. 

Henry Breuer Parwan, deceased.—Any 
documents, or other papers in his i jonging to, or relating to, 
the estate of Henry Bruce Patman, late of 3, Mecklenburgh-square, W.C , 
wlio died on the 28th of October, 1889, or any banker having an unclosed 
account of the deceased, is requested to communicate with Messrs. 
Braikenridge & Edwards, 16, Bartlett’s-buildings, Holboern-cirous, BLC., 
the solicitors to the executors, 


General. 


Mr. Horace Avory, K.C., who has been suffering lately from the after- 
effects of a severe attack of influenza, will, acting under medical advice, 
leave London on a sea voyage to Rio de Janeiro, 

The treasurer and the benchers of the Middle Temple on Wednesday 
entertained a considerable number of the members of the inn and their 
friends at a garden party and “at home.” The band of the Royal 
Engineers played in the gardens and the Montagu Spanish Minstrels per- 
formed in the hall, Among those present were the Lord Chief Justice, 
Mr, Justice Bigham, Mr. Tustice Priltimore. Judge Atkinson, and Sir 
Arthur Collins, 


— having any deeds, 
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The Railway Commission, presided over by Mr. Justice Wright, com- 
menced on Wednesday the hearing of objections put forward by nearly 
every railway company in the country toa rule made by the Board of Trade 
under the Railway Employment Act, 1900. Mr. Cripps, for the companies, 
said the case was of the utmost importance, and he ha@ about one hundred 
witnesses to call. The Solicitor-General replied that in that case he 
— it would be necessary for the Board of Trade to call two hun- 


The question of precedence as between the judges and the Executive is, 
fays a correspondent of the Zimes, attracting considerable attention both in 
New Zealand and in Australia. The Premier circulated a statement 
through the newspapers, and the Chief Justice has replied flatly contra- 
dicting Mr. Seddon’s statement. Sir Robert Stout says that no Chief 
Justice in Australasia has yet been placed in the position in which the 
Chief Justice of New Zealand has been placed. The matter will probably 
be discussed in Parliament. 


Monsieur Emile Loubet, President of the French Republic, was, says 
the St. James’s Gazette, born at Maisanne, in the Drome, on the 31st of 
December, 1838, and is therefore sixty-four years of age. His father was 
a substantial peasant proprietor, who in due course of time became mayor 
of his native vil The son, who had been from the first destined for 
the bar, followed law courses in Paris, and after taking his degree, 
‘* localised ’’ at Montélimar, in his own department. Though his natural 
tastes were mcre agricultural than legal, his invariable bonhommie and his 
adaptability for the work at hand, combined with his willingness to help 
his friends on every possible occasion, secured him a large measure both of 
popularity and of success. 


Canada would appear, says the Globe, to be suffering from a sudden 
attack of litigation. The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council has 
started upon a fresh list of ter colonial appeals, of which as many as seven 
are from Canada. One of thesé Canadian cases, in which the Attorney- 
General for the prevince of Ontario-is fighting the Hamilton Street Railway 
Co., raises some nice questions as to the powers of the Provincial Legisla- 
ture in connection’ with an Act six years ago ‘‘to prevent the 
 pemgren of the Lord's Day.”” The other three colonial appeals in the 
ist are from Newfoundland, Natal, and Victoria. From India, which 
usually supplies the Judicial Committee with more than half its business, 
there are only two appeals, one from Bengal and the other from Allahabad. 


The House of Commons Standing Committee on Law had the 
Prevention of Corruption Bill under consideration on Monday. Some 
amendments were introduced into the first part of clause 1. At 
the meeting of the Committee on Wednesday, says the Times, the 
following amendment to clause 1 was proposed by Mr. Cripps, K.C.: 
“* Provided always that the following things shall not be deemed to be con- 
siderations within the meaning of this Act (that is to say): (a) A commis- 
sion on any insurance premium paid by an insurance company or other 
insurer to any person obtaining or collecting sach premium, where such 
person shall not receive any other separate remuneration specifically in 
respect thereof, whether such person shall be in a confidential relation to 
the payer of the premium or not: (4) any allowance or division of costs 
made » by a solicitor acting as agent for another solicitor to «r with his 
principal. The Attorney-Gen¢ral said it would be much better instead of 
intreducing specific exceptions to make the Bill general in its application, 
and with that object he proposed'teomit sub-sections 4 and 5. Mr.iVicary 
Gibbs said the agent might be in a most awkward position. A solicitor 
might act fora man in the country and receive a commission from an 
insurance Company on money paid in advance, but unless he notified all the 
facts to bis client he would not be safe from the risk of prosecution. Some 
safeguarding words should be introduced. Mr, Atherley-Jones urged that 
the Attorney-General should devise words to recognize the existence of an 
established custom whereby an agent, a solicitor, or broker received a 
commission. He was not satisfied that there was sufficient protection in 
the required proof of motive. Mr. Lawson Walton, K.C., saw no grounds 
for gr that any agent would be exposed to penalties under the Bill 
with the fat of the Attorney-General required before a prosecu- 
tion could be entered upon, and, sub-section 4 being omitted, 
the defence was open of shewing he acted in accordance with 
a well-known custom. The amendment was negatived. Sir F. 
Dixon-Hartland moved the omission of sub-section 4, which pro- 


vided : “‘ In any prosecution under this Act evidence shall not be admissible | 


to shew that any such gift or consideration as is mentioned in this section 
is customary in any trade or calling.’’ The Attorney-General said that the 
Bill was promoted with the desire to strengthen the hands of honest men 
in business. In the discussion the Bill had received he had realized the 
force of the arguments against the sub-section and therefore agreed to 
strike it out. The sub-section was omitted, as was also, on the motion of 
Sir F. Dixon-Hartland. the following sub-section, providing: “For the 
purposes of this Act, where it is shewn that any ae gift or consideration 
as in this section mentioned has been taken, given, or offered without the 
assent of the principal, the burden of proving that such gift or consideration 
was not taken, given, or offered corruptly shall lie on the accused.”’” Mr. 
Atheriey-Jones moved to add “ The absence of knowledge by his principal 
of the teking, giving, or offering by an agent of any gift or consideration 
shall not be material if it be established at the trial that such gift or con- 
was taken, given, or offered in accordance with custom or 

practice generally appertaining to the profession or calling.’ By these 
—— the agent would be protected inst the assumption that 
secret the transaction was corrupt. e Attorney-General stated 


objections to the form of the amendment, but, appreciating the 
objec, undertook to give careful consideration to the subject with a view 


pd me re Nog uae on the report stage, The clause, as amended, 


was 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota oF ReGistRaks In ATTENDANCE ON 





Emercescy <Appeaut Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justicg 
Date No. 2. KEKEWICH. Bynryz, 
Mr. Farmer Mr. Godfrey Mr. Jackson 
m i R. Leach Pemberton 
Farmer Godfrey Jackson 
i R. Leach Pemberton 
Farmer Godfrey Jackson 
i R. Leach Pemberton 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date Buck.ey. JOYCE. Swinren Eapy, 
Mr. Theed Mr. Carrington Mr. Greswelj 
Theed Carri ingto: ar 
ITi mn W. Leach 
W. Leach Beal Theed 
Theed Carrington King 
W. Leach Beal Farmer 








Re Henry Stevens, Deceasep.—To Soricirors anp OTners.— Wanted, 
information of any Will dated after September 15th, 1876, of Henry 
Stevens, formerly of 4, Western-terrace, Clyde-road, Tottenham, Middl. 
sex, but late of 87, Braémar-road, West Green, South Tottenham, afor. 
said, Baker, who died Ist. of Jan , 1903.—Information to be sent to 
Pepiey, May, & Fiercuer, 23, Bush-lane, London, E.C.—[Apvr. ] 








The Property Mart. 


Sates of the Ensuing Week. 


July 13.— Messrs. Eitis & Son, at the Mart, at 2:—City of London, Aldgate and Hount 

itch : Ground-rent of £400, with reversion to the rack-rental, arising out of tk 

fine Corner ises, ler a Corporation lease for 8@ years at a nominal ra 

renewable for ever, without fine. Solicitors, Messrs. Fraser & Christian, Londa 
(See advertisements, this week, p. 3.) 

July 15.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bovsriexp, at the Mart, at 2:—Legal and General Lit 
Assurance Society : 100 £5 Shares (£8 paid), dividend for the five years 1902-6 15s, 61 
per Share, equal to 93 per cent. per annum. (See advertisement, July 4, p. 646.) 

July 15.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrievp, at the Mart, at 2: Kensington, Chelsea, 
Shepherd’s Bush, and Barnsbury: Valuable Leasehold Investments, producing over 
£600 per annum ; in Lots; the ya are held for varying terms at groufid-rents, 
Solicitors, Messrs. Danby, Brooks, & Co., London.—South Lambeth: A Commaniing 
Block of Five Shops, producing £340 per annum; in Five Lots; let to old-standing 
tenants; lease 43 years at low ——. Solicitors, Messrs. Todd, Dennes, & Lamb, 
London.—Thornton Heath: Freehold Residence, known as Pentland Lodge, Loada- 
road ; with Possession, Solicitors, Messrs. Sheffield, Son, & Powell, London, andJ.L, 
Gribbin, Esq., Farnham.—Peckham: Freehold Ground-rents of £20 per annum, secured 
upon two semi-detached Residences; rack-rentals, estimated at £120 per annum, will 
fall into possession in 1981. Solicitors, Messrs. Burgess & Pike, Leicester, and Mean, 
Turner, Rcdgers, & Myatt, London.—Dalston : Dwelling-house ; let on Lease at £#. 
Solicitors, Hilleary, London. (See advertisements, this week, back page.) 

July 16.—Mesers. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2:—Freehold Ground-rent of £66% 
per annum, upon corner house and shop and 21 houses in Old Kent-road, with rever- 
sion in 1951 to rack-rents of £380 per annum. Splicitors, Messrs Shaen, Roscoe, Massey, 
& Co., London.— Freehold Property, known as 155, 157, 159, 161, 163, and 165, Bustow- 
road, comprising six houses with large forecourts, having « frontage of 106ft., andaa 
area of about 11,000ft. seperti alsoa Freehold Ground-rent of £38 10s. per annul, 
—City-1 : Two Freehold Blocks of Dwellings, with Six Shops, producing £9744. 
per annum.—Kennington Oval: Freehold Bi»xcks of Dwellings, with Three Shops, 

roducing a rent-roll of £1,281 per annum. Svlicitors, Messrs. Francis Howse & Eve, 
Tenten. Soutien Middlesex: An important Site, in the centre of the 
ite the Electric ng oe A Terminus, Copyhold Property. Solicitor, W. & 
udson, Esq., and Messrs. Danby, Brooks, & Co., London. (See advertisements, July 
July 4, p. 640.) 
July 16.—Mesers. H. E. Foster & Cranrievp, at the Mart, at 2:— 
REVERSIONS : 
To a Moiety of a Trust Estate, represented by Indian Railway Stock, value 


£11,291 ; lady aged 50. Solicitors, Messrs. Munton & Morris, London. 

To One-half of way Stocks, &c., value £2600; lady aged 63, provided amy 
of four ladies 68, 41, 41, and 39 survive her. Solicitors, Messrs, Uptoo 
& Britton, I on. 


To One-fourth of Freeholds value £1,7°0; lady aged 40 and gentleman a. 
Also to One-fourth of Leaseholds and Mortgage Securities, value of £9,650; 
gen aged 57. Solicitors, Messrs. Guasies Mesmen & Co., London, 

To One-fourth of ‘Trust Fund in Consols value £10,600; lady aged 61. Also 
One-half of Consols, &c., value £850; two ladies aged 64 and 41.—Solicitom, 
Messrs. Douglas-Norman & Co., London. 

To One-fifth of £6,980 India Three-and-a-Half per Cent. Stock ; lady aged 70.- 
Solicitors, . Desborough, Son, & Prichard. London. 

To £500; lady aged 79.—dolicitor, F. J. Cooper, Esq., Bridgnorth, and Mesm 
Sole, Turner, & Knight, London. 

To Two One-third Shares of a Trust Estate, represented by (Consols and, Properties 
value £6,250, subject to an annuity of £150 to a lady aged 56.—toliciom, 

x e, Sawyer & Co., London. 
To One-tenth of £11,355 Consols; gentlemen aged 51. 


ls ; 

POLICIES for £11,000, £5,000, £2,942, £1,000, £1,000, £1,000, £1,000, £500, £500-— 
Solicitors, Mexars. Pinsent & Co, Birmingham; A. T. Trehearne, Ends 
oa Exq., Messrs. P. Collings & Co., Meng». Gush. Phillips, alters & 

l, . m & Sons, and T. Eggar, Esq., London. 
(See advertisements, thin week, back page.) 
July 17.—Mesers. Duaxe & Co., ut the Mart, at 2:—Potter’s Bar, Middlesex : Freehold 
known as Conveth, situated on high ground, and within a mile of the station 
Creat Main Line, appr by @ carriage drive ; possession on com 
pletion . Solicitors, Messrs. Phelps, Bidgwick, & Biddle, London. | 
advertisement, July 4, p. 4.) 


Solicitor, Jas. Neal, Eaj, 


on 


Result of Sale. 


Mewnus, Desunuan, Tewson, Faunun, & Barnowaren sold, at the Mart, on July 7, for 

£44,000, the first-class investments in an fusportant and extensive block of modern busing 

poomiens, Cay TO area of over 11,650 square fect, near Moorgate-atreet Station, ia 
ity of ' per annum. Held direst 


ving an present rent-roll of £4 
from tho edahine for nearly 990 years unexpired at @ rate ground-rent. 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette.—Fripvay, July 3. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


LimiTep In CHANCERY. 


Suas Co, Limitep —Cceditors are required, on or before Aug 14, to send their 
ee a d “Of their debts or claims, to to Ernest 


CLEETHORPES Pusurc Haut Co, Limrrep -Creditors are required, on or before July 24, to | 
send their names and addresses, and the particulrrs of their depts or claims, to Geot 
Edward James Moody, Cleethorpes, Lincoln. Brown & Sons, Gt Grimsby, solors for 


required, on or before ous Pest | 
their names and addresses, and the particulars as their debts or claims. T. Coombs, | 
Posilethwaite & Son, Barrow in Furness, sulors for liquidator 


addresses, and the particulars 0: 
18, Cwrt-y-vil rd, Penarth 


liquidator 
Derwent Parer Miits, Linirep —Creditors are 


14, King st, Leeds. 


FIELDS OF MozampBtque, Limitep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are req 
- the particulars of their debts or 


—. Aug 1, to send their names and addresses, 
to Ernest George Davies, 1, Lombard ct 


HES” 
a to be heard July 14. Webb, Broad st, solors for 
must com the above-named not later than six o’clock in 


Hyorexic Stove Co, Limrep (tv Votuntary Liquipation)—Oreditors are required, on 
dresses, and the 


or before Aug 14, to send their names and ad 


or claims, to W illiam Henry Armitage, Station st bldgs, Hud 
James Samvetson & Sons, Luarep (uv Liguipation)—Creditors 
dresses, and the saloon of t os es. or 

illiam Harriaon Alexander, 24, North 2 Sohn st, Liverpool. Layton & Co, 


before a Ants to send their names and ad 


ase, solors to liquidator 
Jous Barrett, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or bef 

and s, and the particulars of their debts 0} 
Darley st, Bradford. Spencer & Co, Keighley, soloss! 


STEAMSHIP "’ Corso” Co, Limitgp~Creditors are poem by a or before Aug 15, to send 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Tourspay, Jane 30. 
ADJUDICaATIONS. 
Avcock, Freprerick, Melbourne, Derby, Baker Derby~ 
Pet June 25 Ord J June 25 
Brows, Puitir, Birmingham, Dealer in Jewellery Bir- 
ham Pet June 26 Ord June 27 
anny Ema, St Leonard's on Sea, Boarding uinine 
Pet June 25 Ord June 25 


pe 
Crocker, CHAnLES BoapEn, Plymouth, Licensed Victualler’ 


Piymouth Pet June 2 Urd June 27 
a= ae Clzethorpes Gt Grimsby Pet June 23 
une 2 
Braxs, Jonn Tuomas ane ane Flints, Accountant 
Bangor Pet June 26 Ord J 
Gampritt, VALENTINE, Reabeniin. Kent, Farmer Canter- 
bury Pet June 26 Ord June 26 
GreexrigLp, WiLLtaM, Colne, Tripe Dresser Burnley Pet 
June 26 Ord June 28 
Harvey, Groner, Bedford, China Dealer Bedford Pet 
June 27 Ord June 27 
Hooex, Wavtace, Holland Park av, Egg Merchant High 
Court Pet May9 Ord June 27 
oe, Wa rer BenJamin, Kingston upon Hull, Builder 
Kingston upon Hull Pet June 26 Ord June 26 
“4 ¥ Wicttiam Tromas, Leicester, Baker Leicester 
Pet June 27 Ord June 27 
Keys, Aucustus Epwarp, Streatham, Builder Wands- 
worth Pet June 27 Ord June 27 
lavixsox, Henry Fisusn, Harrogate, Hosier York Pet 
June 235 Ord June 25 
Mayor, Henry Haney, Knutsford, Cheshire 
Pet June 27 Ord June 27 
Rp, Joun WALTER iin Brockley, Commercial 
Traveller Greenwich Pet May 30 O ‘June 26 
Moses, + ae Sennybridge, + Builder Merthyr 
fl Pet June 26 Pet June 26 
Murray, JC, Wimbledon Kingston, Surrey Pet April 25 


June 25 
Paics, Taomas J, Brixton hill Wandsworth Pet March 
Pet June 25 


Manchester 


81 Ord June 25 
oe = ee Lincoln, Tailor Lincoln 
une 25 
Peany, A, Forest Hill, Draper Greenwich Pet June 
8 Ord June 26 
Port, Cuarntes Ricuarp, Throwley, Kent, 
Canterbury Pet June 27. Ord June 27 
Rawirs, Ricuarp, Staplers, nr Newport, aa Dairy 
Farmer Newport et June 24 Ord June 2 
kets, AntuuR, Gt Yarmouth, Clothier Gt Ticcaitt 
Pet June 12 Ord June 27 
Rorr, WitLiam Grorar, ~ 5 Wilts, Baker Swin- 
Pet June 25 June 25 » an nN. 
neer hi 
Pet June 25 Ord June 3 + oars 
tt, Tuomas, Farnworth, Lancs, Manufacturing 
ist Bolton Pet June 25 Ord June 25 
pena Co mauene Danik., Finsbury Park, Contractor 
Two Court iy A = 
8, Wittiam Henry, Heol-laethog, nr Bryocethin, 
Collier Cardiff Pet June23 Ord June 23 
th Wittiam Ancugr, Monkton, Isle of Thanet, Kent, 
gineer Canterbury Pet June 27 Ord June 27 
Tyrmeatxion, Wintiam CHARLES, Brompton md, Iron- 
igh Court Pet June27 Ord June 37 
Wavorraroy, Exit, Cardiff, Registration Agent Cardiff 
Pet June'25 Ord June'25 


Witiams, Tuomas Morris, Praed st, Paddington, Pro- 
vision Dealer High Court Pet June 27 Ord June 27 


Londm Gasatte.—Frinay, July 3. 
RECEIVING ORDE RS, 
Boury & Co, G1, Fish st hill, Gelatine Merchant High 
C Pot May 2% Ord June 80 
ARSELL, Many Jane, Stelling, Kent, Recsting House 
u Keeper Canterbury Pot Taly 1 Ord July 1 
v8, Lucy Kuizanern Avice, Newport, I of W, Bilver- 
Newport Pet Lag! J Ord June 30 


Quarman, Cnanurs Wien te st, Commission 
Agent High Court wt Web Bnd June 90 


Carrier 








“i 22, to send 


Smith | 


or claims, to 
liqui 


Creditors are req 


uired, on or | Angust 18, to 


‘otice of a} names 


e afternoon of mer f oA 13 liq aor raed 
acd of their debts | “ omen 

e! 
oe debts or claims, to J 


ug 15, to send their names 
to John Butterfield, 2, J 
‘or petner. 

the afternoon of July 20 











CLirForD, iy derek, Yorks, Milliner Bradford 
Pet June Ord J 


Cook, eae South a ents, Ir 
Pet June 29 Ord June 29 





et May 12 to 
Da Costa, Joan, Roman Seats Boot Dealer High 
Court Pet June 30 Ora) June 30 


on or before Aug 10, to send their names and 
Edward A 


names 
claims, to Harold Duckworth, 371, Mansion House chmbrs, 


yee Nor Fastener, Licrep—Petn for winding up, presented July 1, Waeater Wire, — / Creditors 


Syria Orroman Rartway Co—Petn for winding presented July 4, 
July 21. Grant & Co, Burleigh tn Strand, for" 
Notice of appearing must 


Portsmouth fon, Wi 


| 


nits Chupa se Liverpool nn en ne een 
hoe ranete facut 
VERSIDE FRESHOLD ro Co, meena Pn et, ~ 
to John Thomson, a. Copthall ev 


London Gazette.—Tvurspay, July 7. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Lonrtep 1x CHANCERY. 


Investment Acency or AusTravasia, LimiTep {rs ef Mes ae are required. 
and the 


. Mackay, 138, Leadenhall st. [i to. ale 


Miptanp Macuinery axnp Press Toor = (is Votuntary Liquipatiox)— 

, on or before A) and addresses 
particulars of their debts on claims, to 

| Mnie Enorneers’ Option Sy —— —_—- 


and the 


solors 
are eae oe, oe ee 
an ef their debts or 
to send in their 


toes ze Tea or before July 


addresses, and the debts or to Henry Frederick 
City chmbrs, 2, Bele a Bs Bradford Westend. Bradford: solor for 

Yeoman Travers’ Co-operative Buyinc AssoctaTion, ages Pye 

eeracen o> 3° Sas Sie eir names and and the Ppa their 

ohn Briggs, 18, Derby st, Clayton, near Bradf Neill & Holland, 

Bradford, solors for liquidator 


Usitmutep is CHANCERY. 


to be heard 
Poke & Eye, 3 , solors 
ve-named not later than 6 o’elock in 


ETBST MEETINGS. 


and James Hamttoyr 
July 18ati1i Off Rec, 6, 


Marsr Watt 


at 12 
| Brows, Wittiiam 


, ter, Wi 
Cues, Gourt Pet May i2 Ord June 2 rd, West Kensington | Booeen Varo Mat Gel ti Meret July 14 
AKMAN Blackpool, 
Boy 


Dawsary, } mean ee, | wy ny peat Mer- 
chant aly 1 
Ents, parm, "de Builder Bangor Pet June 17 


Ord 30 

Fisuer, Grorce Epwarp, Chetenham, Clerk Cheltenham | 

, Pet ~~ 27 io? :. ™ = 

‘oRESTER, WILLIAM Henry. <7 anal otts Notting- 

ham Pet June15 Ord June 

Hep tey, Rosert, Stamfordham, Herthussberlend, Joiner | 
Newcast e on Tyne Pet June 30 Ord June 39 

Ho.pswourta, Henry, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet June 29 | 


Ord June 29 
Horyer, Mixes, Norwich, Tobacconist Norwich Pet July 
1 Ord July1 


Huaues, Sm Stockton on Tees, Traveller Stockton on 
Tees Pet June 27 Ord June 27 
Kina, hye hy Kilburn, Contractor High Court Pet June 5 


a" ee, Wi West Vale, nr ey Cab Proprietor 
Halifax Pet June19 Ord June 

Marraerws, Jexxrx, Aberkenfig, Glam, Builder Cardiff 
Pet June 29 Ord June 29 

NewAa.t, Maaius Gussum, Ryde, I of W Ryde Pet 
June 30 Ord June 30 

Pass, Artaur Howarp, King’s Heath, Worcester, Card- 
Od Jaen Manufacturer Birmingham Pet July 1 

Seonanneen, E, New North rd, Islington, Flower 
Mesias "Hag Sone PY Sena "Orb Suy To 

RowskELt, ng 4 Jouy, © 
Birmingham Pet June 29 une 29 


t June 29 
Sevurx, Joun WIviiam i HM Ship Magnificent, 
ineer, Lieutenant RN Plymouth. Pet April 30 
Ord June 29 
Simpsox, Ropert Surra, Redcar, Yorks, Tinsmith Middles- 
brough Pet June 30 Ord June 30 
Surrn, Josern Apert, Clifton st, Finsbury, French 
Polisher High Court Pet July 1 a 
Suirn, Tuomas, Auctioneer and V; Lode Pet 
June 29 Ord June 29 
Srockp1Li, CALVERT penaeaa, Leeds, Confectioner Leeds 


Pet June 29 Ord June 

Strokes, Witi1AM, Reading, Builder and Contractor Read- 
ing Pet June 2 O June 29 

Sryies, Frep, Wolverton, Grocer Northampton Pet 
June 30 Ord June 30 

Tayior, Cuartes Tuomas, sen, - Blackpool, Solicitor 
Preston Pet June 24 Ora June 30 

Tayton, Grorer, Tavi Private Hotel Proprietor 
High Court Pet July 1 Ord July 1 

Taytor, Jouyx, Birmingham, Birmingham 
Pet June 29 Ord June 29 

Tuomrsox, Herveat Samus, Sheffield, Stamper Sheffield 
Pet June 13 Ord June 29 

Viyoent, Heraent Epwarp, and Joux Tuomas par St 
Albans, Herts, Jewellers St Albans Pet June 2 
Ord June 29 

Wrear, Peat saleatan, Mechanic Leicester Pet June 90 
On 

Witney, Davin, Birstall, Yorks, Plasterer Dewsbury Pet 
June 30 Ord June 30 

Wiixis, Tuomas, and Saver Josxru Lerx, Bedford 4 
Olapham, Manufacturing Chemists High Court 
June 29 Ord June 29 
A Jed notice substituted for that ~ gees in the 

London Gagette of J 
Asn, Wititam, and Jaane pT . An ‘Waits, Wake- 
taters Wakefield 


oom 17 Oni June Ww 
Amended a ewe penaet in the 





| 


| Cook, i ae: 





Furse, WALTER Joux, 
| Rec, 4, Pavilion 


| @ampriLt, VALENTINE 
Savn, ALFRED, + teachete, Grocer Manchester | Queen's Hotel, Folkestone 
Pe rd June Haprievp, y= — ca, 





uly 16 at 10.30 Off 
Caryett, Mary — 
CHAPMAN, as Witrnip, 


13at Ln ey! bide Carey 
CHEALE, Tears ys z “4 Af 10.30 
ie Yorks, Milliner ‘uly 1% 


Cusseen ANNI 
Ly 13 


Of Ree. 29, Tyrrel st, 
SS del 
Cooks, Fa 2, Baer ita Be 


| evan c, Hrs, Soutien, 
He, Cambridge june 
14 at 10.45 Canaria on Sea, Boartins house 
Esnest, Castleton rd, West Kensington 


House 


Victoria st, Liverpool 
Boarding 
’s Hotel, Folkestone 


bales ioe ra, 
Qua Epwarp 


Hove. Sussex, Baker July 16 at 10 


Off Reo, 
Farmer July 11 at 1.30 


, Joiner July 14 at 
Hanvan, G eg at ng aie, Dea July 13 at 12.30 
Basen Bion srs Reems aes Frame Maker 
metre Soo Teacher July 
_ Park sy, E Merchant July 
Jaly 15 at 11 Of 
July 18 at 12.30 
nr Rochdale, 


Houpesx, WALLAcs, 
Mat 12 
Houivpsworrn, Heway, 
row, 
iam, = Epwarp, Norwich, Jeweller 
Auction Mart, Tokenhouse 
Howartn, James ALBERT. 
Builder 


July 14 at 12 Town Bu gt a 
Joxe sees Owns, Portmadoo, 


July Ll at chmbrs, 
eNO Bag wea ee Baten To sadbealnena Bat 12 


Lurw 
July 1 at 11 Lit 
“yar sia Rea saree July 13 at 


11.90 11%, okey 

Mavury, Josrrn, Herts, Glass Dealer July 15 
at 1020 Off Reo, Cury, Cambridge 
ase 3 Om i. Kaueterd, Cheshire July 3 at 
os Weyenouth July 18 at 13.45 Crown 
Peacry Bowanpn, Weymouth, Solicitor July 18 
Crown Hi 

Noaman, Hexny Marx, ~ > oe Jeweller 


Sat Bankrupt y ig ap ten 12 Off Reo, 


Oraguenn, Som Jour A = 35 td 1a Boot Faotor | Rows = 


June 16 
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, Furniture pees 7 


Roc Witiiam, Mapperl 
Manager Castle pl, Park st. 


July 13 at 12 Sree ae Ree, 4, 

Srerratt, Tuomas, Farnworth, Lancs, 
Chemist July 16at3 19, Exchange st, Boon 

om CaLvERT Auoarpee, Leeds, Confectioner July 
15 at 11.30 Off Rec, 2: row, 


‘Leeds 
Sryies, Frep, Wolverton, ” Bucks, Grocer July 13 at 12 
Off Rec, Bri st, Northam 


pton 

Svepey, Tomas Epw Arp, Brighton, Dental 8 

July 16 at 10.30 Off Ree, 4, Pavilion bidg: “Brighton 
Tayior, CHARLES ae sen, rye licitor July 

13at11 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, P: 
Tuomas, WititaAx Hexry, eol-laethog, nr Bryncethin, 

Glam, Collier July 13 at 2 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 
TyTHEeRLeicH, Witiuiam Cuar.es, B: 


rd, Iron- 
July 13 at12 Bankruptcy , Carey st 
WILkrE, Tons, and Samvuet Josrrn Leek, ” Bedford rd, 
= iy Hem Oe July 15 at 12 
b 


Wits ood —— , Ironmonger - July 13 at 3 


wena des Morris, Praed st, Paddington, Pro- 
vision Dealer July 13 at 11 “idee bidgs, 


Carey st 
Wituams, Witiian, oe te nr Ruabon, Derby, Grocer 
July 14 at 11 ta oe 
DJUDICATIONS. 
CaARNELL, Mary Sou, Kent, 
eeper Canterbury Pet July 1 Ord July 1 
Cassey, Joux, Kilburn, Tobacconist High Court Pet 
June 3 Ord June 29 
Cave, Lucy Etizasetn Auice, Newport, I of W, Silver- 
ith Newport Pet June 30 Ord June 30 


smi! 

Crarke, James Wittiam, Midhurst, Grocer Kingston, 
Pet June 3 Ord June 30° 

Bradford 


Currrorp, Anxrz, Barnoldswick, Yorks, Milliner 
Pet June 29 Ord June 29 

Da Costa, Joux, Old Ford, Boot Dealer High Court Pet 
June 30 Ord July 1 

Fisuzr, Gzorcr Epwarp, Cheltenham, Clerk Cheltenham 
Pet June 27 June 27 

—_ Watrer Joux, Hove, Sussex, Baker Brighton Pet 


une 27 Ord July 1 
Hotpsworrn, Hesxry, 


ing House 


Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet June 29 


June 29 
Hoxroyp, Tom, and Artnce Ricuarp Tuomas, Blackpool, 
Tailors Preston Pet June 9 Ord June 30 
Hore, Witiiam, Fulham High Court Pet Oct 29 Ord 


2 
Horser, aes Norwich, Tobacconist Norwich Pet July 
iyi 
Hveues, Davin, Stockton on Tees, Travelier Stockton op 
Tees Pet June27 Ord June 27 
Jacossex, Cuantes Hexry, Enfield, Builder Edmonton 


—= Ord June 27 

1LL1AmM Owen, Portmadoc, Printer Portmadoc 

Ord June 25 

Jexxis, Aberkenfig, Builder Cardiff Pet 

June 29 Ord June 2 

Newari, Magivs Cuanies, Ryde, I of W Newport Pet 
June 30 Ord June ® 

Ovprizitv, Josern Atseet, Hulme, Manchester, Boot 
F; Pet May 19 Ord June 30 

Patuer, Taowas Joseru Mitts, Norwich, Solicitor Nor- 
wich Pet Juneil Ord July 1 

Rowsert, Fervsnicx Joux, Birmingham, Plumber Bir- 
m Pet June 29 Ord June 29 

Savy, Atreev, Manchester, Grocer Manchester 
Pet June 2 Ord June 29 


Starcox, Rosext Surtu, Redcar, Yorks, Fmsmith Middles- 

brough Pet June ®) Ord June 30 
Josern ALBERT. “—~% French Polisher High 

Court PetJolyi Ord July 1 

Surtu. Taomuas, Leeds, Auctioneer Leeds Pet June 2 
Ori June 2 

Brox ay ae Gone get A.vnivce, Leeds, Confectioner Leeds 
Pet J Ord June 2 

Srvyies, he Wolverton, Bucks, Grocer 
Pet June 0 Ord June 2 

Becvex, Tuouss Evowazp, Brighton, Dental Surgeon 

m PetJune27 Ord July 1 

Tavioa, Grouse, Tavistock pl, Tavistock #4, Private Hotel 
P Hi igh Court Pet July1 Ord July 1 

West, Josuru, Leicester, Mechanic Leicester Pet June 30 
Ord June 2 

Wier, Davi, Birstall, York«, 
June ® Ord Jane 

Wistxm, Tuoxss, 
Man: i 


Burs, 


Northampton 


Plasterer Vewsbury Pet 


Josern Luex, Clapham, 
High Cours Pet June 2 
Ord June 29 


Witxisses, Jons Prrex, Barnarl Castle, Durham Stock- 
ton «om Tee Pet June 2 Ord June 4 

Witssans, Jous Bees, Cariliff, Lronmonger Cardiff Pet 
May 15 Ord June 27 

ADJUVICATIONS ANNULLED. 

Wasrencan, Cunisrornvn, Middlewich, Ironmonger Nant- 
wich jad Ang 27,1805 Annul June 17, 1906 

Marris, Ginna W bad ae Shettield Shefficld ” Adjud June 
Zi, Anmii Jone B, 1998 

Hit. Joux Groeat, Bilston, Stafford, Furnace Builder 


api Bauer 
Chemista 


= "Adjud Oct 14, 195 ~Annai Jane 2), 
London Gazete,—-Treapat, July 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Axtecsr, Groot, and pose Axupacer, Clchester, Builders 
Ccichedter Ve Iolys Ord July 3 
Asnwonra, Taonas, © am, Totacomid Olham Pet 
Be July 3 Ord Sedy 2 Brighton, RB P 
tonee, Heeerer . Redaurant roprictor 
Paddy 4 Ord July 4 
Bowss, og and Warren Bows, Kingston on Hull, 
(reneers omHall Pa July 2 Prd Jak 2 
Bescs, Bazan s, Shetidd, Varmail thetiield Pet 
aly 2 Orh July 2 
Baeows, Joenrn Geruru, Vichester rw Tailor New- 
omTyne Vet Suby 4 , Pi 
Beas sev, "Saaame Geiven, ow Derby, 
Pea daly $ Ord 


m, 
uly 4 








SYSTEM OF 








Ow Esorsz axp Harriztp Pomp. 


MERRY WEATHERS’ 


Reports Prepared, 


WATER SUPPLY 
to ESTATES, &. 





Water Found, 
Pumps Fixed, 





Write for Pamphlet. 





©n up-to-date Principles. 





ELECTRIC LIGHTING 





MERRYWEATHERS, 
68, LONG ACRE, LONDON, W.C. 


on Merryweathers’ Safe System. 











Davies, Tuomas, Cilfynydd, Glam, Blacksmith Pontypridd 
Pet July 2 Ord Jul y2 

Frasc, Emit, Rosebery av, Spower’s Manager High Court 
Pet April 18 Ord July 

Francis, Ruys, Gilfach Goch, Glam, Builder Cardiff Pet 
July 3 Ord July 3 

Furniss, Henry een, 
July 2 Ord July 2 

Gotsy, WILviam, Thurnham, Kent, Farmer Maidstone 
Pet July 4 Ord July 4 

Gray, Dasiet, jun, Lowestoft, Smackowner Gt Yarmouth 
Pet July 2 Ord July 

Hackett & Co, J, Sheff, Merchants Sheffield Pet 
June5 Ord July 3 

Hanrorp, James, Abeegwyad, Glam, Collier Aberavon Pet 
July3 Ord July 

Haypos, ANDREW F, _ pl High Court Pet March 
26 Ord July 3 


Darby, Electrician Derby Pet 


Hirst, Jous, Eccleshill, Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet | 


daly 2 Ord July 2 

Howe ts, Davin, Tirydail, Ammanford, Carmarthen, Fruit 
Dealer Carmarthen Pet July 2 Ord July 2 

Jacksos, Cuar.es, Fallowfield, nr Manchester Manchester 
Pet July 3 Ord July 12 

Jarvis, Jonx . poe. Tobacconist Ipswich 
Pet July 2 Ord July 

Joxes, Hucu, Belelan, , Farmer Bangor Pet 
July 4 Ord July4 

Leumox, Wittiam, Borough High st, Southwark, Hop 
Merchant High Court Pet July 3 Ord July 3 

Lyscu, Joux, Hyde, Chester, <7 Flower Maker 
Oldham Pet yan 11 Ord July 

Maw roe E O, West Ealing Brentford Pet May 2 Ord 
uly 

Mixes, Epwix, 
Greenwich Pet July 3 Ord July 3 

Miscuis, Josern Wit pay sane , Tailor High Court 
Pet June 16 Ord J 

Morcax, Dasiet, vay "Builder Bwansea Pet July 4 
Ord July 4 

Leicester, 





Raiser, Gronoze Witiiam, Broughton ey 
Builder Leicester PetJuly4 Ord July 

Rey 50% ps, Hexnry, Bristol, Tobacconist Bristol 
2 Ord July 3 

Ricnanos, Wattrex Joux, Wandsworth Common, Clerk 

Wandsworth Pet July Ord July 3 

Sitver, SuLomon, gw ay rd, Tobacconist High Court 
Pet May 19 Ord 3 

Vistex, Guorse, Dartford, Fishmong Rochester Pet 
July 4 Ord Jul = 

Wetsous, Jons, Leicester, Late Innke sper 
Peterborough Pet May 23 Ord July 4 

Wurraxen, Jous, Leeds Leeds Pet Judy 3 Ord July 4 


Yousso, Hexxy, Malmesbury Park, Bournemouth, Fish 
Dealer Poole Suly2 Ord July 2 
YIRST MEETINGS. 
Baioise, Joux Bow snp, Mexborc ‘a Forks, Coal Dealer 
Jaly 5 at i2 Off Ree, Figtree me Jd 
Bueperr, Wittsan Hesny, Sutton Ashfield, Notta, 
Printer July 17 at 12 Off Rec, ry Castle pl, Park a, 
Nottingaam 
Cranks, dames Witssan, Midhurst ey Grocer 
at 11.40 2, Railway if oe, 
Fisuee, Grouse Kowanp C July at 
Cheltenham 


415 County Court bidgs 
VFuasc, Ent, Rosebu av see laee July 1 at 
Sacer itch, Boot Dealer July 1b at 


July 17 


12 Bankruptey b 
Crees: Parornicn, 
il , Corporation, Birmingham 


Forest Hill, Kent, House Furnisher | 


Pet July | 


Yarmouth 


16 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Hep ey, Rosert, Stamfordham, Northumberland, Joinet 
July 15 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Tyne 
Hirst, Jouy, Eccleshill, Bradford, Grocer July 16 até 
Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradrord 
Horyer, Mites, Norwich, Tobacconist July 17 at 12 Of 
8, King st, Norwich 
| Hower L8, "Davin, Tirydail, ar og Carmarthen, Fish 
Dealer July 15 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Car 


wo Cart, Dowlais, Glam, Jeweller July 15 at 2 
| 35, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Twa bs "Joux Epwarp, I iswell, nr Plymouth, Milla 
July 17a$ 11 Off Ree, Atheneum ter, Plymouth 
Jackson, Cuaryes, Fallowfield, nr Manchester July 17a 
2.30 Off Rec Byrom st, Mancheste 
| Jounson, WittiaM, Birmingham July 15 at 12 174, Co 


poration st, Bi F 
Josuix, WAtTER BexJamin, Kingston upon a, Builder 
+. ‘arpenter July 17 at 


J uly 15 at11 Off Rec, Trinity House In, H 
12.30 Off Ree, 4, Castle pl. Park st, Notting 





Key, ALragp Txoomas, Nottin 
ham 


Kircuen, Tom, West. Vale, nr ets Cab Proprietor July 
lsat 2 Off Rec, Town Hall chmbrs, Halifax 
| Mo.ynegavux, Josern, 8t. Helens, Lancs, Builder July bat 
12 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, iverpool 
| OLD¥IELD, Joszrn, Greenheys, Manchester, Boot Factor 
July at 3 Of Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
| Piccort, CHaARLEs RicHarp, Throwley, Kent, 
July 16 at 9 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 
Ricwagps, Josern Perer, Birmi , Bhop Fitter July 
17 at 12 174, yration st, irmingham 
Ricnagpson, E, New North rd, Islington Mourning Flowet 
sianateetenes July 17 at Bankruptcy bildgs, 


sear * ie Gronat, Marlborough, Baker July 17 at Il 
ff Rec, 38. Regent’ circus, Swindon 
Bau . «*- vrev, Harpurhey, Manchester, Grocer July 15 at 

at 2.30 Off Ree, B: n st, Manchester 

Siack, Manrmavuke, Nottingham, Engineer July 17 at 
11,30 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Suirn, Josurn Avount, Finsbury, ween P rolisher July 
at 12 teankruptey bldgs, Carey « 

Sarr, Tuomas, Leeds, Auctioneer 
22, Park row, Leeds 


Carrier 





Sraacuan, Ronenr, Chesterfield, Rupe Manufacturer July 
| 15 at3 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 
Taio, Gronoe, Tavistock pl, Tavistock m4. Private Hotel 
eo July 17 at 11 wong toy bldgs, Carey & 
Ty, wAtaAm Ancuge, Monkton, Tole of Thanet, 
Engineer July 16 at 9.15e0ff Rec, 68, Castle st, Cate 
terbury 
Tunnen, Evwarp, Aston, Birmingham, Fruiterer July 7 
atil 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Vixcent, Hennent Kowanp, and Joun Tuomas Day, & 
Albans, Herts, Jewellers July 15 at 12 Off Ree, 4, 
Bedford row 
| Weer, Josuen, Leicester, Mechanic July 15 at 12 Off Res 
1, "Berridge st, Leicester 
Wns, Davin, Birstall, Yorks, Plasterer July 15 at tf 
ff Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Aussoss, Guo Gvousk, and Joun Annuoun, Colchester, Builds 
Pet July 8 Ord July u 





Gray, Daniev, jun, Lowestoft, Smack Owner July 21a 
10.30 Mr Lovewell Blake’s Office, South Quay, @~ 


Gwiyyek, Herman Grorce, Union ct, om Broad st Tuy 


July 15 at 3. Off Reo, 


Geax, THOMA 
Notts, Bu 
Tarior, "Jon 
Pet June : 
Tus, FreDer 
ant Cole 
Teaser, Eow 
ham Pet 
Viseryt, Her 
Albans, H 
July 2 
Vurex, Geon 
Pet July 
Voor:, Avou 
Derby P 
Wuraxer, J 
Woon, Joun 
Wells P 
Yous, Hen 
Dealer 1 
= 
sR 
(Edit 
bot 





~ 


ne 


LY 
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stem, 
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Tuomas, Oldham, Tobacconist Oldham Pet 


Ord July 2 
“fay? Ord Jal "Hove, Restaurant Proprietor Brighton 


HER, 
4 Ord Jul 
eons Le og Fish st hill, Gelatine Merchant 
igh Court Pet May 25 Ord July3 
yess, Hawt, and Watrer Bowes, Kingston upon Hull, 
Grocers Kingstonupon Hull Pet July2 Ord July 2 
66, Sinan Axe, Sheffield, Barmaid Sheffield Pet July 
u 
ea us Guiver, New Whittin 
urer Chesterfield Pet July 4 Ord 
huey, OLIVER, Handsworth, Staffs, Fish, Ponltry, and 
ame Dealer Birmingham ” Pet June 26° Ord J uly 3 
yri58, THOMAS, Cilfynydd, Glam, Blacksmith Pontypridd 
Mod July 2 Ord July 2 
,x018, RaYS, Gilfach Goch, Glam, Builder Cardiff Pet 
july 3 Ord July 3 
438, HENRY JOHN, Derby, Electrician Derby Pet July 
July 2 
. 4 hh IAM, Feemnhem, Kent, Farmer Maidstone 
Pet July 4 Ord July 4 
past, jun, es Smackowner Gt Yarmouth | 
ul: : 


paaY, F 
i Wandsworth 
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 ADEIBLD, iecame Tames, Putney, Joiner 
PetJune 25 Ord July 2 | 
ifuvsoap, JAMES, Abergwynfi, — Collier 
Aberavon Pet July3 Ord July 3 | 
Aust, Joux, Eccleshill, Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet | 
July2 Ord July 2 | 
| 





















Neath and 


ovens, Daviv, Ammanford, Carmarthen, Fruit Dealer 
Carmarthen Pet July2 Ord July 

jucxsox, CHARLES, Fallowfield, nr ob Manchester 

June 12 Ord July 3 

juvs,Joux Hersert, Ipswich, Tobacconist Ipswich Pet | 

Ly 2 Ord July 2 

van, Bodedern, Anglesey, Farmer Bangor Pet | 

Taly 4 Ord July 4 } 

laos, hg Borough —_ 2 , Southwark, Hop | 

Merchant High Court Pet July 3 ” Ord July 3 

Moser, Eowry, Forest Hill, House Furnisher Greenwich 
Pet July 3 ‘Ord July 3 

Morgan, DanieL, Swansea, Builder Swansea Pet July 4 
Ord July 4 


Pass, AkTHUR Howarp, King’s Heath, Worcester, Card- 
board Box Manufacturer Birmingham Pet 7 uly 1 
Ord July 2 
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Ricuanps, WALTER Joun, Wandsworth Common Wands- 
worth Pet July 3 Ord July 3 | 

Sura, Frances, and Samus, Samira, Newton Heath, nr 
Manchester, Watchmakers Manchester Pet June 9 

Oni July 2 

Sxzax, Tuomas, and Grorce Epwarp Girtins, Stapleford, 

, Builders D.rby Pet May 20 Ord July 2 

Tavior, "Jonny, a, Hairdresser Birmingham 
Pet June 29 Ord July ¢ 

Tus, Freperick Ricnarp, Tinton Kent, Potato Mer- 
aut Colchester Pet March 23 Ord July 4 

Teaser, Eowanp, Aston, Birmmgham, Fruiterer Birming- 
ham Pet June 22 Ord July 3 

Viscert, Herbert Epwarp, and Joan Tuomas Day, St 

Albans, Herts, Jewellers St Albans Pet June 29 Ord 

Jul 

Ts Gone £, Dartford, Kent, Fishmonger 

et July 4 Ord July 4 

Yoor:, Avois Louis, Mundesley on Sea, Hotel Manager 
Derby Pet March 20 Ord July 3 

Wuraxer, Joux, Leeds Leeds Pet July 3 Ord July 3 

Woo, Joux, Tunbridge Wells, Coal Merchant Tunbridge 
Wells Pet May 12 Ord July 4 

Yousa, Henry, Malmesbury Park, Bournemouth, Fish 
Dealer Poole Pet July 2 Ord July 2 





Rochester 








ESSRS. INDERMAUR & THWAITES 
4!i (Editors of the “‘ Law Students’ Journal,” &c., &c.), 
2%, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., continue to read with } 
Students, both i in Class and Private ly and ‘through the Post, 
for the Solicitors’ Final and Intermediate Examinations | 
tl forthe Bar Final. Particulars personally or by letter. 

ils have the use of a set of rooms and the library at 

eery-lane, for study during the day. 

November Final.—Three months’ class begins 29th July ; 
two months’ 28th August. 


2, 





R. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues 

to PREPARE for the SOLICITORS’ FINAL and 
DREMEDL ATE EXAMINATIONS; 3 Payme nt by result, 
ts on application, personally or by letter, at 93, 

Chancery Lane, wv. 
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EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 


10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 

ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL (PAID-UP), £500,000. 
REVERSIONS AND LIFE INTERESTS 
In Landed or Funded Property or other Securities | 
* and Annuities PURCHASED, or LOANS Granted | 
Thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalized. 
C. H. CLAYTON, } Joint | 

¥. H. CLAYTON, } Secretaries. 





19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 





ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.Cc. 
Assets « 2 «s«£ #£155,000. 
CHATRMAN : 


Siz HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Bast. J.P., 
2, Mitre-court-| urt-buildings, ‘Temple, EC 
Prompt and Liberal Advances to Purchase, Build, or 
Improve Freehold, Leasehold, or Copyhold Property. 
Borrowers Interest 4 per cent. Monthly repayments, 
which include Principal, Premium, and Interest for each 
£100 : 10 years, £2.18. 1d.; 12 years, 18s. 4d. ; 15 years, 15s. 6d; 
18 years, 14s. 2d. ; 21 years, 12s. 11d. Survey Fee to £500, 





ri 7 ~ \e half-a 
NENERAL REVERSIONARY AND | “Procdsctustreeof FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 
No. 26 PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 


(Removep rrom 5 WHITEHALL.) 
Established 1836, and further empowered by Special Act of 
Parliament, 14 & 15 Vict. c. 130. 

Share and Debenture Capital £619,870. 
Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans on 
Reversions made either at annual interest or for deferred 
charges. Policies Purchased. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


(Estasiisurp 1828), 
Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Personal | 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,525. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
30, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 











PHGNIX ASSURANCE CO., Ltd. | 


‘PHGNIX FIRE OFFICE, 


ESTABLISHED 1783. 
19, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, London. 


Lowest Current Rates. 

Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured fre of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 





BENJAMIN GRAD, 


TRANSLATOR, 


49, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
TELEPHONE 6011 CENTRAL 
an ALL LANGUAGES. 


CIALITY : 
LEGAL TRANSLATIONS. 
RUSSIAN TYPEWRITING. 


BRAND’S 
Al 
SOUPS. 


Of all Descriptions. 
Finest Quality only. 
Sold everywhere. 








BRAND & CO, Ltd., MAYFAIR, W. 











oS 





8°@ respectfully requested (to kindly Recom 
mend our Fiem to Exeoutors and 
"equiring Valuations. 










PROBATE. 


The Members of the LEGAL pperseones 
others 


ea 


Se 


VA 


LONDON, Ww. 
ESTABLISHED 1772. 


LUAT 









(ONS } 


E30 . 


1&2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, ‘EC, and [7 & 18, PICCADILLY, 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 












July rr, 1903, 
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Telephone: 602 Holbora. 


EDE, SON, AND RAVENSCROFT, 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 


Sala? 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENTS 
To H.M. THE KING and H.M. THE QUEEN. 
Robe Makers to the Lord Chancellor and Judges. 


ROBES FOR KING’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
COURT SUITS IN CLOTH AND VELVET. 
Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
Clerks of the Peace, anid Coroners. 


CORPORATION AND UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 
93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
LAW COURTS BRANCH: 


N 40, CHANCERY LANK, W ¢, 


A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 
FURDs IN MAND - - £2,278,640. 


COURT 
TAILORS. 


ROBE 
MAKERS. 








INSURANCE OFFICE. 
Founded 1710. 





: ESTABLISHED. 1851. 
BIRKBECK BANK, 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. | 
CURRENT ACCOUNTS. 
Of on theminimum monthly balances, °o 
© when not drawn below £100. i 
DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. 
5 / on Deposits, repayable 6n demand. 4" 
° , 2 jo 
STOCKS AND SHARES. 
Stocks and Shares purchased and sold for customers. 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particulars, 
"_€. A. RAVENSCROFT, Managing Director. 
Telephone No. 5 Hozorn. 4 = 
Telegraphic Address: “ Birxsrck, Loxpox.” : 


| Heated by hot-water apparatus. Electric light throughout. 
| Farm, Garde 
| enter under the Acts or privately. 


Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOME. 


RICKMANSWORTH HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 


For Terms, &c., apply to 
¥ S. D. HOGG, M.R.C.8., &c., 
Medical Supermniendent. 


Telephone: P.O. 16, RickManswortTu. 


INEBRIETY. 


@ELBOURNE HOUSE. LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 

Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A., | 
M.D. (Camb.). Principal : H. M. RILEY, Assoc. Soc. | 
Study of Inebriety. 
Legal and Medical References. For terms and particulars 











Inebriety and the Abuse of Drug, 


PLAS ~ YN ~ DINAS, 


Dinas Mawddwy, Merioneth, 


For Gentiemen of the Upp 


Classes only. 
TERMS: From Six Guineas a Weex. 


Shooting—Well preserved, over 22,000 acres, 
Fis"ing - 24 miles, including trout, servin, and salmm, 
References— 
Dr. Gro. Savace, 3, Henrietta-street, Cavendig. 
square, W. 
Dr. D. Ferrier, 34, Cavendish-square, W. 
Thirty years’ Experience. Excellent | For Prospectus, &c., apply— 











1862 to 190) 


apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. | Or. M. WALKER, J.P., 
ELEGRAPHIC AppREss: “ SEDICAL, LEICESTER.” Plas-yn-Dinas, Dinas Mawddw, 
Licensed under the Inebriates Aets, 1879-99. | The C ompani es Acts 
5 
BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, te 
BUNTINGFORD, HERTS. BY Oy 


For the Treatment of Gentlemen suffering from Inebriety 
and Abuse of Drugs. In a most healthy, | enews ue, and 
secluded part of the country, 1} hours from Live -street, 
about 400 feet above sea-level; 10} acres of grounds. 


Healthy employment and recreation. Workshops, Poultry 
, Cricket, Tennis, Golf, Library, Music, 
m for Photography, &c. Patients may 
Terms: 13-3 Guineas. 
Electric Light and Heat Baths, &c.—Apply to 
Resipent Mepica SuPERINTENDENT or SECRETARY. 


FAALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


LimiITeD. 
PRINTERS, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


PARLIAMENTARY Britis, Minutes or Evipence, Booxs 
REFERENCE, STATEMENTS OF CLaim, Answers, &c., &c. 


Billiards, Dark 





va 


shortest notice. 


AUTHORITY 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate ng. 


SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved an 
| printed. Orriciat SEats designed and exeoutel 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


Serjeants’ Inn). 


RICHARD FLINT & CO, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &,, 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed, 


NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE & 
A Practieal Handbook to the Companies Aets, 
By Francis J. Green, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Lay, 





BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAUAZAINES, 
NEWSPAPERS, 

General and Commercial Work. | 
Every description of Printing } 


NORWICH STRERT, FETTER LANE, LONDON, £.C. 





And all 





Baker-street Station. 


Open 9 a.m. till 10 p.m. 


ADAME TUSSAUDS EXHIBITION, 


| The Present Cabinet Ministers.—Lifelike and reslisti 
| portrait models of the Present Cabinet Ministers; including 

he Rt. Hon. Joseph Chamberlain, The Rt. Hon. A.J, 
Balfour, &c. 








LA IN D 
Land Transfer Acts, 1875 and 1897. 


The following Applications have bee 


RABGIST 


NOTICE. 


~~ & « 


m made for Registration with Absolute Title :— 























notice in writing, signed by himself or his 





C. F. BRICKDALE, Registrar. 











THE LAND. THE APPLICANT. 
No. of 
Application. 
PP or County. | Parish 7 sai Freehold or . me 
ounty. ‘arish or Place. Name and Short Description. T aaal Name. Address. Description. 
68,962 London Hackney Dwelling-houses and gardens in Kenning-| Freehold Henry James Harriss, 31, Amhurst-road, Hack- Gentleman 
hall-road, known as Derby Lodge and ney, N.E. 
Cambridge Lodge, and a piece of land Alexander William Payne, 70, Finsbury - pavement, Chartered 
adjoining E.C. Accountant 
Frederick Perthes Bremner, and | 12, Portland-place, Lower | Gentleman 
Clapton-road, N.E. - 
James Carter “. ar Clapton-road, Solicitor 
69,121 London St. Andrew, | Dwelling-house and land known as 22, Red | Freehold The South American Missionary | 1, Clifford’s - inn, Fleet- 
Holborn, and Lion-square, Holborn Society | street, E.C. 
St. George | 
the Martyr 
74,412 London Lambeth | Dwelling-houses and gardens and land at | Freehold The Brixton Syndicaie, 24, Coleman-street, E.C. 
the rear thereof known as 2 to 48 (even Limited 
Nos. only), Camberwell New-road, and 1 
to 19 (odd Nos. only), Brixton-road 
8,014 Croydon Croydon The Northern part of No. 6, Katharine- | Freehold Elinor Katharine Miller | 5,_ Chichester - terrace, Wife of James 
street Brighton, Sussex Miller, Major 
General 
(retired) in His 
Majesty's 
Army 
8,015 Croydon Croydon Land and buildings extending from High- | Freehold Florence Elizabeth Robinson | 17, Kensingtop-gate, Lon- Spinster 
street at the rear of the houses Nos. 1 to don, W. - 
10 in Katharine-street 
6,770 Norwich Norwich Nine cottages and land in Globe-yard Freehold Frederick Mottashed Downham Market, Norfolk Draper and 
osier 
—— 


Plans of the several properties comprised in the applications can be seen at the Land Registry, 34, Lincoln’s Inn Fields. Any person may by - 
; L Solicitor and delivered at the Registry before the expiration of one month from the appearance of this 
advertisement, object to the registration. The notice must state concisely the grounds of the objection, and give the address in the United Kingdom 
of the person delivering the Notice, and, if it is delivered by a Solicitor, must give the name and address of the person on whose behalf it is given. 
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